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INTRODUCTION
BRUCE BABBITT'SDEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Historical Context

For most of the 20™ century, polar visions competed at the Department of the Interior: the older
vision, of America’ s vast resources as commodities to be exploited, competed with the newer
vision, of an America with a deep ethical obligation to preserve and care for its natural heritage.
During the Clinton Administration, Bruce Babbitt sought to reconcile this dichotomy, to nurture
an American passage into a holistic way of looking at, caring for and using the American
landscape, and to rally support for anew era of partnerships across old boundaries that would
make the merger of competing visions possible.

“Everything's related,” he insisted. He dismissed seeming contradictions, including the central
one at work in Interior’s history—economy versus environment—as anachronistic and self-
defeating, alack of imagination as well as afailure to embrace good science.

Babbitt’s experience as geologist, politician and conservation advocate, and his on-the-job
training as Interior’ s executive led him to avision of America’'s future that defied yet
incorporated Interior’ s history: “We can’t segment nature into a few preserves and then proceed
to decimate the rest of the landscape. At the threshold of the 21% century we' ve come to
understand that the natural world cannot survive that way. We're on the verge of a new
movement, an integrated view of the American landscape.”

Bruce Babbitt’ s Department of the Interior identified and accelerated a third wave in
conservation history, the American Restoration. This new American era, Babbitt proposed, is
economic and ecological, temporal and spiritual, mainstream and unconventional. In several
momentous Interior-led projects, the concept of restoring an ecosystem to its natural balance has
had the power, the magic, to encompass these apparent opposites.

As environmental laws passed in the 1970s succeeded in rescuing species and cleaning air and
water, Americans cameto believe in the possibility of restoring the balance between life's
material and existential needs. New attitudes, based on better understanding of the
interdependence of the quality of American life and health of the environment, have created new
partnerships, and fresh ways for the Department of the Interior to add value to those partnerships,
enabling it to move beyond conservation and preservation to the far more complex challenges of
restoration.

DOI Before 1993
In 1789, Congress created three Executive Departments—State, Treasury and War—and

provided for an Attorney General and Postmaster General. Domestic matters were apportioned
among these departments.



The idea of setting up a separate department to handle domestic matters was put forward many
times but it wasn’t until March 3, 1849, that Congress rounded up the Department of Treasury’s
Genera Land Office, the State Department’ s Patent Office, the War Department’s Indian Affairs
Office, and the pension divisions of the War and Navy Departments, and deposited them into one
new department, the Department of the Interior.

Informally it was known as the “ Department of Everything Else” because of its extraordinary
array of concernsincluding the decennial census, exploration of western wilderness, oversight of
the District of Columbiajail, regulation of territorial governments, management of hospitals,
universities and public parks, patents and pensions.

Over time, the rationalization of Interior’s responsibilities and the streamlining and clarification
of its missions ended ad hoc functions and spun off periphera duties, often giving birth to new
Cabinet agencies such as the departments of Agriculture, Labor, Commerce, Veterans Affairs,
Education and Energy. This process won Interior its other sobriquet, “The Mother of
Departments.”

Interior’ s continuing responsibilities have focused on managing the public domain in the West
and carrying out the nation’ s trust relationship with American Indians. That focus has steadily
sharpened during the past century and a half, from encouraging the settlement and devel opment
of the West to conserving federally managed natural resources and restoring endangered wildlife
and damaged ecosystems across the country. American Indian policy also has evolved—from
early, disasterous attempts to control Native Americans and force their integration into the
nation’s Euro-American mainstream to current policies of self-determination and self-
government.

Social and political movements that helped to shape today’ s Department of the Interior include
the national park initiative of the late 19" century, the conservation crusade of the early 20™
century, and the environmental movement of the past four decades.

The history of Interior is areflection of the passage of American perception and policy from
Manifest Destiny to sustainable development and stewardship. Bruce Babbitt’s history is also
about reflection, perception and passage, and learning to shape public policy to enhance the
unique relationship of Americans to the land and water they call their own.

Bruce Babbitt Before 1993

Uniquely equipped for leadership of the Department of the Interior at the bridge between the 20"
and 21% centuries, Bruce Babbitt did not seek the job. He had been offered and accepted the
position of U.S. Trade Representative in the Clinton Administration, but environmentalists
successfully lobbied President Clinton to make him the 47" Secretary of the Interior instead.

Babbitt’ s roots are in the West, in generations of Arizona merchants and ranchers. A childhood
fascination with fossils and rocks led him to study geology at Notre Dame and the emerging field
of plate tectonics at England’ s University of Newcastle. Work in Bolivian Indian Villages
during a graduate school internship encouraged him to abandon the “pure abstraction” of
geology for VISTA volunteer work in Caracas slums and work camps in the Andes.
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After obtaining alaw degree from Harvard he worked in the civil rights movement before
returning to Arizonato practice natural resource law. In 1974 Babbitt was elected state Attorney
General, where his pursuit of organized crime for land fraud earned him death threats. While he
was thinking over arun for Congress, the incumbent Governor of Arizona left office to become
Ambassador to Argentina. Four months later his successor died, catapulting Attorney General
Babbitt into the Arizona governorship.

In Babbitt’ s nine years as Governor, he carried out reforms in education, environmental policy
and health care. He brought environmentalists and industry together in order to solve Arizona's
water supply problems, then persuaded the GOP-controlled state legislature to pass sweeping
water reform legislation. He disarmed people by listening to them, and earned their support by
crafting consensus solutions.

Babbitt campaigned for clean air. He gave Arizona aforeign policy by lobbying Mexico to cut
sulfur dioxide emissions from smelters across the border. He successfully pressured the Navajo
Power Plant to install scrubbersto prevent air pollution over the Grand Canyon.

Babbitt ran for President in 1988 in a crowded field, dropping out after the New Hampshire
primary. He traded politics for law at a Washington, D.C. firm, then led the League of
Conservation Voters. There helearned the needs and tactics of environmental groups, which has
allowed him to keep their criticism of him as Interior Secretary in perspective. While acutely
aware of advocacy groups and their positions, Babbitt spent more of histime forging better
relationships and consensus for change among local constituencies and state, federal and
Congressional leaders.

MoVING FROM CONSERVATION TO RESTORATION: AN ACTIVIST'SAGENDA

Babbitt credits on-the-job training for teaching him the ropes, setting his goals and deepening his
understanding of what was imperative as well as possible as Secretary of the Interior. But he
brought his own arsenal of knowledge, belief and skills from many disciplines. No talent would
prove more helpful to the department than his knack for reading the public mood and using
opportunity, opposition and controversy to frame issues, alter perceptions and press for creative
solutions.

He began by listening to career and political staff, learning more about the issues that concerned
them, observing public attitudes about those issues, and alowing his own thinking to evolve. He
spent more time out in the country on public land than he spent in Washington, D.C. He held
more meetings with field staff, local and state leaders and constituent groups in the West than in
his own conference room. He spent more time fishing and hiking with constituents and reporters
than on Capitol Hill.

On his Natural Heritage Tour to cities across the country, and on many other less formal trips, he
observed first hand grassroots restoration efforts made possible by the Clean Water and Clean
Air Acts of the 1970s, and the bond that had been created between good laws, good science and
good citizenship. He began to articulate what the American people had achieved through those
public policiesin their own communities and what they felt and believed about the future. He
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called what was happening the “ American Restoration.” He described it as the third movement
in the country’ s progression away from exploitation, first to conservation, then preservation, and
today to restoration.

To capture and capitalize on this American will for restoration, he accepted invitations and chose
meetings, interviews, and public appearances strategically, grabbing public attention through the
media, transmitting optimism and urgency, highlighting successes, articulating goals, advocating
action. Whenever the politics in Washington, D.C. ran counter to the public mood, he would
appear in the opposition’s back yard to explain the argument for local cameras and reporters.

Babbitt’ s independent streak was perhaps most surprising when he reached out to America's
religious community, honoring the connection between the natural and spiritual worlds, sharing
his own belief that resource stewardship is a devotion and arecognition of man’s obligation to
protect God’s creation.

For eight years, in plaid shirt, khakis, and sneakers, he would fish, hike, climb, ruminate, and
fulminate across hundreds of American landscapes, sifting this experience for the images and
words that resonate with the American public, sharing his awe and attachment for what he saw as
God's creation and America s birthright, urging a more spiritual, more creative and more
muscular stewardship ethic, and applauding the grassroots intergenerational partnerships with
government that are restoring as well as protecting America s resource treasury.

ALIGNING THE MISSION TO THE ORGANIZATION

The Clinton Administration presented its Cabinet with an imperative: make government smaller
and more efficient. For Interior, that meant reducing overhead and headquarters employees
while increasing field program staffing. From 1993 to 1999, Interior staffing was reduced by
9,911 full-time equivalent staff years (FTES). Closing the Bureau of Mines in 1995 accounted
for 20 percent of the reduction, or 2,100 FTEs. Buy-outs of employees near retirement from
1994 through 1998 reduced the workforce by 7,670. This dislocation and rebalancing of the
workload would be painful but productive.

Among the problems that greeted the Administration at Interior in January, 1993, were under-
funded national park and national refuge systems; overgrazed public lands; large scale
ecosystems in collapse; an underused and under-appreciated Endangered Species Act; alargely
ignored internal biological science capability; unsettled and unsettling water claims, compacts,
and conflicts; a bereft land acquisition fund; an untrustworthy Indian trust management system; a
deteriorated Indian school infrastructure; and a grossly outdated hard rock mining law.

The arrival of the Clinton Administration signaled a sharp change in direction to correct these
deficiencies and set Interior on adifferent course. The FY 1994 budget laid out major goals:
boost operations at national parks, refuges and seashores; accel erate species recovery; raise
revenues; improve riparian areas; invest in science; repair reservation dams; settle Indian water
rights claims; improve Indian schools; streamline management, and reduce costs.

The Administration’s FY 1994 budget proposed substantial investments in parks and refuge
infrastructure and restoration of American range lands. It supported the principle that use of the
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public’s natural resources should be supported by fees moving toward market rates, and
proposed to establish a National Biological Survey, abureau to assist the land management
agencies in upgrading their biological science capabilities. Overall, reaction in the Democrat-
controlled Congress was favorable, though the President received only half his requested
increase for Interior that year.

The National Heritage Tours

The FY 1995 Administration budget, which proposed to continue restoration progress, received a
hostile reception by the new Republican-controlled Congress. In April of 1995, Babbitt “left
Washington” to tour sixty-seven citiesin 100 days to ask the public if they agreed with the new
Congress about dismantling the framework of restoration progress. In a speech at the National
Press Club at the end of 1995, Babbitt related why he embarked on his National Heritage Tours:

| left because the House leadership told the Wall Street Journal that DDT “was not
harmful” and “should not be banned.” | left because a new Congressman opposed our
reintroduction of wolvesinto Y ellowstone National Park and asked me “Why don’'t you
just open it up for hunting?’ | left because the House attached 17 riders—Ilegidlative
Post-its—to the EPA budget that would, among other things, restrict regulation of lead in
the air, weaken standards that keep radon and arsenic out of tap water, and exempt
industrial plants from water-pollution controls. | left because the Alaska delegation had
introduced a bill to drill (for oil in’) the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

| stayed on the road because | read in the Denver Post that the Chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Public Lands estimated that his committee might “have to close more
than 100 of the National Park Service's 360 units.” | stayed because another
Congressman sponsored legislation to abolish the newly created Mojave National
Preservein California. | stayed out there because the Senate passed a moratorium on
listing endangered species. | stayed out there because the House passed a “ Clean Water”
bill that repeals storm water treatment, repeals nonpoint pollution controls, and defines
80 percent of all wetlands as nonexistent.

| left because all these changes were about to happen, with no discussion, no debate, and
working Americans were not informed of the sweeping changes that would alter their
communities and diminish the future of their children.

On histours, Babbitt visited the cities, rivers, waterfronts, historic battlefields and beaches that
had been transformed by the conservation laws of the 1970s, and the people who had used the
laws to restore them. Canoeing, fishing, boating, hiking—he staged media events with local
people to highlight their restoration progress and raise the alarm that Congress was poised to
destroy it.

The budget passed by Congress was studded with anti-environmental riders and the resulting
stalemate with the Administration became a showdown by late September of 1995, when the
President vetoed the budget, shut the federal government down, and entered into a series of
protracted and newsworthy negotiations with the majority leadersin Congress. The negotiations
eliminated egregious riders and provided Interior modest budget increases. One of the triggers
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for settlement was the public pressure brought to bear on Congress from the shut down of
national parks and other public facilities. Babbitt explains:

... when Americans learned that their hard won gains might be taken away, at that very
moment, by politicians in Washington, they awoke like a sleeping giant. They awoke,
and got on the phone, and wrote | etters to the editor, to their Congressmen, and soon the
pressure began to build. Soon there were stories in the press about a public backlash
against the Republican agenda. Suddenly reporters were writing about the rise of a cadre
of “green” and “moderate” Republicans. And by last month there were stories about how
Americans have handed the Republican agenda an embarrassing string of setbacks.

Though appropriations battles would continue through the end of the second term in less
dramatic if equally contentious circumstances, the consistent policy of proposing healthier
budgets for the land management bureaus resulted in steady increases over the years. By FY
2000, the operational budget of Fish and Wildlife Service had increased 35 percent; National
Parks Service had increased 25 percent; and the Bureau of Land Management had increased 19
percent.

Beyond Budgets

Babbitt employed a combination of increased operational funds, increased efficiency of their use,
and policy and program innovations to correct deficiencies and achieve new goals. Working
with the Administration, Interior redefined its missions and identified new objectives and
performance measures through a comprehensive strategic plan.

With the Secretary setting the example and encouraging it at every turn, Interior increased
collaboration with other federal agencies as well as state and local agencies and landowners,
encouraged and leveraged partnerships with the non-profit and private sectors, proposed revenue
increases and improved procurement practices.

Babbitt’ s other special contributions to Interior’ s operations were his engagement of key
Congressional committee members, strategic use of the bully pulpit, opennessto
recommendations from subject experts on his staff, compassion for the workforce, creativity in
problem-solving and a mutually respectful relationship with White House leadership.

HISTORIC RESTORATION LEADERSHIP

Thinking Like a Watershed

Babbitt credits Interior participation in the President’ s Northwest Forest Plan with educating him
about the importance and urgency of integrated, holistic ecosystem management. The President
convened the Forest Conference in April of 1993 to address the long-standing, unresolved crisis
of northern spotted owl protection and timber policy in the forestsin the Pacific Northwest. The
Administration’ s response was to appoint an interagency Forest Ecosystem Management
Assessment Team (FEMAT) of interdisciplinary scientists to analyze and catalog more than
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1700 species and components of the forest. FEMAT laid out for the first time a general
ecological basis for the coordinated management of 24 million acres of public land.

Babbitt said he was surprised to discover that the forest plan was equally afish plan and a
watershed restoration, and that rivers are our most neglected and degraded ecosystems, with
roughly onethird of all fish, two thirds of all crayfish, and three quarters of the bivalve
freshwater musselsin Americarare or threatened with extinction

To replenish trout, coho, chinook and sockeye salmon, the Northwest Forest Plan had to ook
past the water’ s edge to restore large connective forested buffers along banks of streams and
tributariesin 14 million acres.

In 1993, Interior assumed co-leadership of another unprecedented ecosystem restoration project
in the South Florida Everglades. Through the Everglades restoration, Babbitt said, we learned
some important watershed restoration rules that can apply across the country:

The most basic lesson is about the nature of water. It isawaysin motion, from sky to
land, across and through land, out to sea, back to sky in an endless cycle. And that means
that you can't efficiently restore just one piece of ariver; to fix any one part, you have to
consider the whole watershed.

Next, the only way you can fix awatershed is by creating partnerships—between
governments, between landowners large and small, among all the stakeholders on that
watershed. Finally, watershed restoration must be a visible process that captures and
holds public attention. Every community values its native heritage and believesin its
future. And they are ready to support bold restoration plans.

HI1STORIC RESTORATION PARTNERSHIPS

SOUTH FLORIDA

Everglades, 1992: 90 percent of wading birds had departed, sixty-eight species were listed as
endangered or threatened, Biscayne Bay and Florida Bay fisheries were suffering, the top five
feet of organic topsoil in the Everglades Agricultural Area had eroded, the inland and coastal
water quality was degraded, invasive exotic plants had invaded 1.5 million acres, pollutants had
damaged the estuaries, wetlands and tree island habitats had disappeared.

By the end of 2000, the Everglades were on their way to restoration. The historic South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration is one of the most important environmental partnership initiatives of this
or any other Administration. Secretary Babbitt has called support for this kind of project “the
quiet revolution to restore our aquatic ecosystems.” In a speech to The Nature Conservancy, he
explained the restoration’s origin:

The Clinton administration began in South Florida because it was the most visible and
urgent of many impending watershed disasters. Everglades National Park was subsisting
on life support in urgent need of attention. That life support system, consisting of afew
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small projects designed to pump more water through the desiccated hydrologic arteries of
the park, was barely keeping the patient alive. With each passing year the natural
monitors of the patient’ s health—qgreat flocks of wading birds, egrets, anhingas, storks,
and herons—had begun to flatline.

The Everglades were quite ssmply the victim of along campaign to “drain the
swamps’—swamps that once poured their overflow waters south into the Everglades and
FloridaBay. Draining the swamps was the engineering equivalent to the medieval
practice of treating patients by bleeding them. And in the process of severing and
bleeding these hydrologic arteries, they were draining the very life out of the Everglades.

Our strategy, to restore the Everglades ecosystem by reconnecting those hydrologic
arteries, began by bringing all the Federal agencies together behind a common restoration
plan. Our able co-leader was the Corps of Engineers, ironically a pioneer in the early
efforts to de-water these same landscapes of South Florida. We soon learned, however,
that for effective watershed restoration, we need state and local partners. 1n 1994 the
Florida legislature at the urging of Governor Chiles passed the Everglades Forever Act
which created a billion dollar fund to clean up the contaminated agricultural run-off
which was causing much of the problem. The Florida commitment, backed by an
outpouring of public support, prompted Congress to legislate support for the largest
watershed restoration plan every undertaken.

The Administration formed the federal agencies into a South Florida Ecosystem Restoration
Task Forcein 1993, co-led by Interior and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In 1996 the Task
Force was expanded by statute to include state, local and tribal governments. The goals of the
Task Force are get the water right (restore a more natural flow while providing adequate water
supplies, water quality and flood control); restore, preserve and protect natural habitats and
species; and, foster compatibility of the built and natural systems.

Real momentum in the initiative came in 1996 with a Farm Bill appropriation for $200 million to
acquire key lands for restoration and an Interior land exchange with the Collier Corporation:

land in downtown Phoenix went to Collier in exchange for 100,000 acres for Big Cypress
National Preserve, Florida Panther Wildlife Refuge and Ten Thousand Islands National Wildlife
Refuge. Interior also acquired 40,000 acres within the restoration zone and funding for afacility
to eradicate the invasive exotic, melaleuca.

Since 1996, Interior and the Clinton Administration have acquired an additional 567,000 acres
for restoration, issued the largest and most comprehensive multi-species conservation planin
history for the recovery of sixty-eight threatened and endangered species, and persuaded
Congress and the state of Floridato fund the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, sixty-
eight projects to modify the water delivery system and improve the quantity, quality, timing and
distribution of water to the natural systems.
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CALIFORNIA BAY DELTA

In 1993 the Administration was al so working out the complexities of establishing another
historic restoration partnership, one that would eventually re-write the future of a huge swath of
California known as the Bay Delta.

When asked what a newcomer should know about California, Wallace Stegner answered:
“Water. It'sabout water.” In Californiatoday, it’s also about restoring a beleaguered watershed
to stave off extinction for threatened wildlife and balancing economic needs and environmental
health into the next century.

The deltaisthe heart of the state’s water system and the mgjor focus of California s water
controversy. Giant pumps send its water to two out of every three residents in the state and
irrigate seven million acres of the nation’s most productive farmland. The delta aso provides
habitat for more than 450 species of wildlife and plants and once teemed with salmon, smelt,
splittail, and other fish. Blocked spawning runs, altered stream habitats, increased water
diversions, and degraded water quality have brought several fish species to the brink of
extinction. During droughts, saltwater incursion into delta channels further damages agriculture
and wildlife.

The struggle over delta water among agriculture, urban and environmental interests intensified in
the late 1980s and early 1990s. Drought and Endangered Species Act restrictions to protect
salmon and smelt disrupted the delivery of water to the Silicon Valley, San Joaquin Valley
farms, and Southern Californiacities. The EPA also increased its pressure on state water
agencies to adopt stricter water quality standards or face new federal rules.

Farmers and urban users demanded more water diversions and greater surface storage—new
dams and reservoirs—to guarantee areliable water supply and environmentalists countered that
dams had already overburdened the state’ s ecosystems, reducing river flows and damaging
fisheries. After the drought of 1987-92 and the listing of endangered fish, however, the warring
interests saw that no one would win if water policy continued to be shaped by lawsuits and
politics. A comprehensive, collaborative, balanced solution was needed.

In December 1994, Interior brokered the historic Bay-Delta Accord with other state and federal
interests, establishing the basis for a near-term truce and long-term solutions. The pact pledged
that the federal government would stop wresting water from farmers and cities for the sake of
endangered species by finding ways to protect the delta while assuring reliable water supplies.
Under the accord, the Central Valley Project and State Water Project coordinate operations to
meet new water quality standards adopted in 1995.

The accord established the CALFED Bay-Delta Program—a consortium of fourteen state and
federal agencies with management and regulatory responsibilitiesin the Bay Delta—to develop a
long-term comprehensive plan. Through a committee appointed by Secretary Babbitt and then-
Governor Pete Wilson, representatives of the major agricultural, environmental, fisheries, and
urban communities participate in the process. While the state and the federal governments have
been carrying out this intensive five-year study, CALFED has also approved 195 projects worth
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$228 million to restore both upstream and delta ecosystems. The projectsinclude installing fish
screens, removing small dams, restoring streamside habitat, and improving water quality.

Secretary Babbitt, Governor Gray Davis and Senator Dianne Feinstein released CALFED’ s
Action Plan in June, California’s Water Future: A Framework for Action, calling for a$1 billion
investment in ecological restoration. The proposal offers new water conservation and recycling
incentives, proposes spending nearly $1 billion for water quality improvements and promotes
water marketing initiatives so that users with excess water, such asirrigation districts, can sell
water to municipal water agencies. “Asthe largest comprehensive ecosystem restoration effort
ever undertaken in the world, the CALFED action plan will generate significant economic and
ecosystem benefits for the State of California,” Babbitt said, “it is the culmination of several
years of federal-state and stakeholder cooperation and is a significant milestone for one of the
Adminstration’ s top priorities.”

The Action Plan broke new ground. By not proposing new dams or reservoirs, it signaled the
end of an era. An Environmental Water Account will help to recover declining species of fish.
State and federal governments will purchase about 380,000 acre-feet of water a year from willing
sellersto increase fisheries in the Central Valley rivers, delta, and bay.

The Action Plan will improve long- and short-term water supply reliability through a number of
projects, including integration of storage, conveyance, operationa flexibility, water use
efficiency, conservation, water quality, land retirement, and water transfers. The plan will
require an investment of $8.5 billion in the first seven years. Funding will come from state and
federal appropriations, California Propositions 204 and 13 (authorizing state revenue bonds for
the project) local contributions, and a state water user fee.

Secretary Babbitt and the Clinton Administration made solving the Californiawater riddle a
priority, and when the action plan isimplemented, the Bay Delta restoration will rival the other
two historic restorations in the Pacific Northwest and South Florida. Secretary Babbitt gives the
credit for Interior’ s role in moving the Bay Delta agenda forward to the Bureau of Reclamation
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to his point man for western water issues in the first term
and key negotiator in the Bay Delta Accord, Deputy Secretary John Garamendi, and his point
man in the second term and key negotiator in the CALFED Action Plan, Deputy Secretary David
Hayes.

Many other restoration partnerships involving Interior have been established during the Clinton
Administration. Secretary Babbitt often sited four other examples:

In Chesapeake Bay, to stop fish kills from a bacteria called pfiesteria, the state and federal
partners are offering incentives to landowners to return the borders of their farms to buffers
of native trees and vegetation that sop up fertilizers and animal waste before they can drain
into river estuaries.

In the Sierra, Rockies and Appalachians, to replenish native aguatic speciesin a quarter of a
million miles of streams, federal funds and land management experts are matched with local
private and nonprofit projects to restore mine-damaged mountains that bleed into them.
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In Western rangelands, to bring back rare native trout and to protect the endangered willow
flycatcher, BLM has joined cooperative range partnerships to modify livestock grazing
rotations, build riparian fences, and replant willows and aspen.

In California s Central Valley, to restore fish and wildlife habitat to the Trinity River Basin,
the Hoopa Valley and Y urok tribes have joined with Interior agencies to return a significant
amount of water to the river and perform projects to repair and restore the river channel to
benefit fisheries.

I NNOVATIONSIN SPECIES RECOVERY

Secretary Babbitt directed a series of innovations under the Endangered Species Act which
strengthened scientific peer review in the endangered and threatened species listing process and
in the development of recovery plans, widened involvement of state and local governments, and
increased regulatory certainty for landowners and resource users in conservation programs.

When Babbitt entered office in 1993, the ESA had recently expired, but he didn’t push for
reauthorization, though his thinking ran counter to many constituencies. Babbitt explains:

| advised Congress that the time was not ripe for reauthorization. The reason was that
our predecessors had never really tried to make the Act work, choosing instead to
abandon the affected parties to litigate their differences and then citing the litigation as
evidence that the Act was unworkable.

| testified that the ESA was a good visionary piece of legislation, and within its brief
statutory confines there was much flexibility and unexplored potential for innovation.
Give us a chance to show how the Act can work. Give us some time to get out onto the
land and bring the citizens, including private landowners, together to seek solutions and
resolve conflicts.

The first wave of innovation came with the northern spotted ow! plan ordered by Judge Dwyer in
the Pacific Northwest in 1993. Although not legally required, the Administration choseto cast a
wide scientific net to craft the plan, assessing the needs of more than a thousand terrestrial
species, as well as salmon stocks.

That began the process that is now widely known as * multi-species habitat planning.” In the
President’s Northwest Forest Plan, nine million acres of old growth and streams were reserved
from timber production in national forests and other federal lands. Watershed analysis and new
forestry concepts were pioneered, including patch dynamics and stand structure. The plan was
prepared, submitted and approved by the court in eighteen months. Soon after, Interior entered
into a series of habitat conservation plans (HCPs) on state and private land: a one-million-acre
multi-species HCP with the state of Washington; a comprehensive all-species agreement with
Murray Pacific Corporation; and an agreement with Simpson Timber on Washington's Olympic
Peninsula that incorporates both ESA and Clean Water Act regulatory requirements.

Next the Secretary and the Fish and Wildlife Service turned to the long leaf pine forests of the
South, extending from East Texas to the Carolina Tidewater, where the red-cockaded
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woodpecker is the endangered speciestrigger. Babbitt relates: “In 1994, as another train wreck
appeared imminent, the President of Georgia Pacific came to my office and suggested that we
could work together to find something better than more litigation.” Out of that initial encounter
came a series of new ESA approaches, beginning with ‘no take’ agreements to provide common
sense guidelines for Act compliance and ‘ candidate conservation agreements with assurances,” a
pre-listing agreement that gives landowners incentives to protect habitat before a speciesis
listed.”

A golf course under construction in Pinehurst, North Carolina, provided the next opportunity for
innovation. Developers noticed that new course layouts were attracting woodpeckers where
there had been none before. Biologists soon identified the attraction. By clearing the oak under-
story beneath the pine forests beside the fairways, they were restoring natural conditions once
maintained by natural wildlife, and making the forest friendlier for foraging.

That presented the developers with a dilemma: why continue to modify the forest and attract
woodpeckers only to get caught in the regulatory net of the ESA? To resolve the dilemma and to
encourage this form of habitat improvement, Interior created apolicy called “ Safe Harbor.” If a
landowner manages habitat to support listed species, Safe Harbor will protect the landowner
from additional legal liability.

Y et another bird—the California gnatcatcher—precipitated the next wave of innovation. The
gnatcatcher, aresident of the Mediterranean coastal sage scrub habitat that extends along the
coastal plain between Los Angeles and San Diego, was listed as endangered, triggering a

“devel opmental moratorium” and a sometimes heated dialogue between devel opers, Interior, the
state of California, county and municipal governments and environmental groups. The resulting
innovations included delegation of authority to California pursuant to its Endangered Species
Act; planning partnerships with county and municipal governments; federal land acquisitions and
the use of mitigation banks, density transfers, devel opment fees and state and local bond issues
to finance preserves designated in habitat conservation plans.

The southern California process also gave rise to “No Surprises,” the basic principle that once a
comprehensive scientifically grounded habitat conservation plan isin place, participating
landowners should have a high degree of assurance that they will not be required to make more
concessions in the near future.

The Administration has made the states partnersin al key aspects of the ESA. In additionto
sharing authority with California, Secretary Babbitt and former Colorado governor Roy Romer
signed a statewide accord which aligns state and federal wildlife conservation efforts to avoid
listing of declining species.

Secretary Babbitt has also put in place new procedures to ensure that ESA decisions are
objective and based on the best available scientific information. Since July of 1994, all ESA
listing proposals and dozens of draft recovery plans have been subjected to peer review by at
least three independent scientists.

When Babbitt entered office, his predecessors had completed just fourteen small HCPsin eleven
years. Asof November 2000, the Clinton Administration had completed 300 HCPs covering
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nearly 20 million acres of forests, coastal plains, the Sonoran and Mojave deserts, and other
imperiled landscapes.

Given these improvements in the Act’s implementation, in 1997 Babbitt suggested to Congress
that it was time to reauthorize the Act. The late Senator John Chafee, Chairman of the
committee of jurisdiction, responded by asking Senators Kempthorne and Baucus to help him
draft legislation. Babbitt joined in the process, negotiating for months to produce a bipartisan
reauthorization bill. The bill passed out of committee by a vote of 13 to 3. Babbitt relates what
happened from then up through the end of the Clinton Administration:

After the committee vote, silence. The Majority leader refused to calendar the bill for
floor debate. Behind the scenes, on the right, the diehards were still demanding
amendments that would eviscerate the Act. And of the other side, the left waslying in
wait, suspicious of our administrative reforms, holding to the notion that the best ESA
would be one that prevented any development at all.

Thenin 1999, after a promising colloguy with Senator Stevens and Senator Domenici in
the Senate Appropriations Committee hearing, we tried amore surgical approach,
working with Senator Chafee to improve the critical habitat provisions of the Act. This
bill, S-1100, like its predecessor, went nowhere. Which brings us to the present.

We will have anew President and a new Congress in January. We will have the most
evenly divided government in American history. And itismy feeling that this gridlock is
exactly what the voters wanted. . . . The predictable outcome for our concernsis that
radical change of the ESA, whether from the right or the left, is thankfully out of the
guestion. And, correspondingly, there will be a fine opportunity to build a true bipartisan
reauthorization movement from the center outward.

In November 2000, before the National Endangered Species Act Reform Coalition, Babbitt
outlined what the reauthorization should do: give legidative form to the Administrative reforms,
give states and tribes a stronger role; provide landowner incentives; forget the “takings’ issue;
fix the critical habitat designation provision; and, unite all ESA functions under the Fish and
Wildlife Service.

BROKER IN THE WATER WARS

A tradition of government subsidy for roads, harbors, canals and railroads was well established
by 1866, when Congress passed legislation investing directly in irrigation projects—al so known
as reclamation—for the arid West. To populate and accelerate development in the West,
President Theodore Roosevelt lobbied for and signed a Reclamation Act in 1902. The
Reclamation Act required compliance with numerous, widely varying and complex state and
territorial legal codes that to this day define reclamation. It also set in motion the most
aggressive subsidized dam-building erain the history of the world.

The Bureau of Reclamation is deeply involved in Colorado River issues because the agency’s
reservoirs store and regulate most of theriver’s flow. The most complex and difficult of many
interstate water allocation agreements is the Colorado River Compact. Under a 1922 agreement,
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ratified into law by Congressin 1928 over the objections of Arizona, seven states divvy up the
water from the Colorado River on an annual basis.

The compact was further complicated in 1944 when 1.5 million acre-feet was promised in a
treaty with Mexico. Tensions among the parties to the compact have heightened over time as
water demand increased and species were threatened and endangered by low flows. It became
increasingly clear that there isn’'t consistently enough water in the river for al partiesin the
compact to receive their proscribed shares.

For most of the century, the seven Colorado River states have contended for the river’ swatersin
azero sum process, in which one state gained only at the expense of the others. The preferred
method of settling differences was litigation, intermixed with Congressional battles, often linked
to funding the construction of large-scale dams and delivery systems.

During the Clinton Administration, Western water policy underwent what Babbitt calls an
“avulsive” change—the process of a stream abandoning its channel and making a clean break
into one or more new channels. There were several catalysts for making a clean break, but none
more potent than the Endangered Species Act and the pressures it brought to look again at how
water is stored, managed, allocated and used.

Babbitt has done his own about-face on Western water policy since 1976, when Attorney
General Babbitt predicted that if the Supreme Court ruled for the protection of the pupfish and
against groundwater pumpers, “Arizona as we know it today will not survive.” The decision, he
warned, would wreak economic havoc on his state, and make cities like Tucson “ghost towns.”
It would make state water rights “worthless.” Babbitt said in 1999, twenty-three years after
those predictions, “WEell, the pupfish won, and Arizona has hardly withered away.”

During the Clinton Administration, Secretary Babbitt declared the era of the large reclamation
project over. He directed Reclamation’s change in mission from development to restoration.
“Our challenge is not to build more dams, but to operate them in amoreriver friendly way. Our
task is not to irrigate more lands, but to promote more efficient use of water on lands now in
production. Our task is not to develop new supplies but to make use of those that already exist.
We do have allocation and distribution problems, but they can be resolved through use of water
markets, conservation and other innovations. Our task in the coming century isto restorerivers,
wetlands and fisheries.”

Babbitt told the warring parties in numerous watersheds that they could live in balance with the
natural environment and that there “is sufficient water for today and for the future, and no other
development projects are needed, provided that we use it efficiently, and engage markets
(marketing and transfer), modern science and conservation to live and develop within sensible
[imits.”

To conserve water, he advocated new pricing policies, like those employed by the southern
California Metropolitan water district which have acted to restrain water consumption even
during a period when the region’ s population has increased by twenty percent. He advocated
water marketing, or water transfers from agricultural to urban users, citing as an example the
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Department’ s successful negotiation of atransfer agreement sending water from California’ s
Imperial (Valley) Irrigation District to the city of San Diego through the Metropolitan
(Los Angeles) Water District aqueduct.

The Department worked with Arizona and Nevada to augment Colorado River water available to
Las Vegas through an innovative agreement: Las Vegas paysto store river water in Arizona
groundwater basins, and in return obtains credits allowing that city to take equivalent amounts of
water directly from Lake Mead.

Babbitt advocated underground storage, citing surface storage inefficiencies at Lake Mead,
which loses amillion acre-feet per year to evaporation, and Lake Powell, which loses enough
water through evaporation annually to supply acity the size of Los Angeles. “When rivers have
surplus flood flows, the water can be drawn off and stored beneath the ground without the
destructive consequences of building dams.”

Where more surface storage is demonstrably necessary and groundwater basins unavailable,
Babbitt advocated off stream storage, asis proposed in the Department-brokered Animas La
Plata project in southwestern Colorado.

In the reclamation age now past, decisions affecting rivers were made one project at a
time, by a priesthood of technocrats—the Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of
Engineers, state water engineers, and afew key committee chairmen in Congress.

In the next century water policy must be made in the context of the entire watershed.

Instead of litigation, Babbitt advocated collaborative watershed-level consensus-building that
incorporates many agency mandates. The best results, he asserted, can only emerge from the
collaborative watershed process of engagement, disputation and consensus building. “It works
and that is the best reason for continuing on this path.”

During the Clinton Administraton, multi-party, multi-agency, stakeholder-intensive policy
collaborations for water reform were advanced in Nevada, Oregon, Montana, California,
Arizona, and in the Platte River Basin which includes Wyoming, Colorado and Nebraska.

In a December 1999 speech to the Colorado River Water Users Association, Babbitt summed up
the water policy progress during the Clinton Administration:

Over the past decade we have together invented many new forms of cooperative water
management—markets, transfers, banking, re-use, efficiency, new technologies and
pricing structures, to name afew. River protection and restoration, once considered an
unaffordable luxury in the water starved Southwest, is now awidely accepted aspect of
good water management. The Endangered Species Act, once dismissed as an
impediment to growth, is now understood to be an important aid to the conservation of
fish and wildlife and to sustainable economic devel opment.

Working together we have brought Native Americans, al to often left languishing on the
sidelines of water negotiations, into the mainstream of water policy.
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Working together we have made a good start toward the coming century of cooperation
and consensus—the water transfers, the Arizonainnovations in water banking, progress
toward the remaining Indian settlements, California’s progress toward living within its
entitlement, environmental restoration in the Salton Sea, the implementation of habitat
protection programs in both the upper and lower basins, the outlines of an Animas-

La Plata settlement, to mention the obvious ones.

DAMSARE NOT FOREVER

It took seven years to build the Glen Canyon dam on the Colorado River in the 1950s and ' 60s.
It took ten years to agree to restore the beaches and habitat in the Grand and Glen Canyons that
the dam and its water management regime had destroyed. The process that led to that
controversial restoration took years of study, a multi-volume environmental impact statement
and countless meetings and consultations among federal and state agencies, tribes, cities, trout
fishermen and river runners. The culmination of that effort was an orchestrated flood of 46,000
cubic feet per second, which Babbitt began with the turn of avalve on March 6, 1996. 1n 2000
the restored beaches provide habitat for endangered birds and fish.

Babhitt’ s controlled Glen Canyon flood proved spike flows worked to save species without harm
to other users. He had a different solution for some other dams and watersheds. In 1997, he
would wield a sledgehammer to signal not only the end of the dam-building era, but a new era of
dam-removal.

The Sledgehammer Tour

Sixty years ago, President Franklin Roosevelt and his Interior Secretary, Harold Ickes, toured the
country to dedicate dams, including four of the largest damsin the history of civilization.

75,000 dams have been erected in the U.S., a number equivalent to building one dam a day,
every day, since the signing of the Declaration of Independence.

In 1997-98 Babbitt led the selective destruction of environmentally harmful dams and signaled
what he believesis the beginning of a new era of dam-busting in America. Gleefully, Babbit
climbed aboard a bulldozer or wielded a sledgehammer or signed a document to take down a
dam wherever an opportunity presented itself. He participated in events to take down or
celebrate the destruction of fourteen dams. He also toured the dams in the Olympic Peninsula
which are planned for destruction.

There are three reasons to take down dams, Babbitt said: some dams outlive their function; some
dams' benefits can be derived in other ways, and sometimes the price of these benefitsis just too
high.

Babbitt believes that every stop on histour attracted enormous local, regiona and national
attention because dam-busting is a tangible symbol of the public’s growing stewardship impulse
toward restoration. The public understands that “we have paid a steadily accumulating price for
damsin the form of fish spawning runs destroyed, downstream rivers altered by changesin
temperature, unnatural nutrient load and seasonal flows, wedges of sediment piling up behind
structures, and delta wetlands degraded by lack of fresh water and saltwater intrusion.”
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Larger dams, Babbitt admits, pose more complex issues because they have more, and bigger
economic stakeholders—entire industries, the price of electricity for millions of people, water
storage for cities all depend on some large dams. But where dams remain, the challenge remains
to find progressive ways to operate them to reverse the ecological damage.

Babbitt issued a challenge to young people on the Sledgehammer Tour: “My parents’ generation
gloried in the construction of dams across America srivers. My generation saw how those rivers
were changed, deformed, killed by dams. Y our generation must help decide if, how and where
those dams stand or fall.” He also quoted Ecclesiastes:

One generation passeth away, and another generation cometh: but the earth abideth
always...al the rivers runneth to the sea, yet the seais not full; to the place where the
rivers flow, there they flow again. . . .

REWRITING WILDLAND FIRE PoLIcY

A “red-carded” firefighter and veteran of many wildland fires until he retired from the field in
1998, Secretary Babbitt brought an intimate understanding and passion to the need to rewrite
policy and change public perception about wildland fire. Asin other major policy and
programmiatic issues with significant impact in the West, Babbitt has included tribal, state and
local leaders, aswell as the public, in reshaping and supporting a new approach to wildland fire
management.

Over 6.5 million acres of land burned in the 2000 fire season, the worst wildland fire year since
1910. In September 2000 six Western governors and Secretaries Babbitt and Glickman
announced ajoint strategy to lobby Congress for $1.6 billion in fire relief. The proposal included
the estimated $800 million backlog of fire-recovery projects, including erosion control, reseeding
and rebuilding. The balance is to be spent on fire prevention, local firefighting ouitfits, fire
prevention education and creation of a cabinet-level fire-coordination team. The Denver Post
called the joint proposal a* unique bipartisan moment in a very contentious election year.”

After atragic fire season in 1994, when thirty-four wildland firefighterslost their lives,
Secretary Babbitt directed the Interior agencies, and Secretary Glickman directed the Forest
Service, to jointly conduct areview of federal wildland firefighting policy. The new policy
launched an historic shift toward safety and away from fire suppression.

In numerous speeches and editorials, Secretary Babbitt spoke of the scope of the problem and
described the new approach.

Wildland fires are burning hotter, bigger and faster, growing more lethal, destructive and
expensive to fight. A century of snuffing out all small and regular fires has clogged our
landscape with dense, dying and exotic fuels. Once ignited, flames now result in an
intense, unpredictable inferno, killing life down to the roots, leading to mudslides and
floods and loss of game and wildlife habitat.
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We know from science, and fire scars, how long ago natural fire cleared out alien species,
digested and recycled nutrients, and kept landscapes healthy, stable and resilient. Using
the new policy, the Clinton Administration is making those exceptions the national rule,
saving money and lives.

The new federal wildland fire policy emphasizes firefighter and public safety, using firein land
use planning and management, use of the best science available, economic viability, coordination
and cooperation with federal, state and tribal governments and federal agency standardization of
policies and procedures.

In 2000 the Departments of Interior and Agriculture entered their fourth year of a program of
intensive prescribed fire use and mechanical removal to combat generations of vegetative fuel
buildup. Nearly amillion acres ayear are being treated in this program to promote health of the
land and reduce the likelihood of severe and costly “escaped fires” like the Los Alamosfirein
the summer of 2000. A fire science program has been developed to inventory and prioritize fuels
treatment through mapping and to evaluate the effectiveness of treatments.

PROTECTING UNIQUE NATIONAL L ANDSCAPES

Protecting the Escalante area of southern Utah has been discussed since Harold Ickes was
Secretary of the Interior. Ickes considered recommending the Kaiparowits Plateau and adjacent
wild spacesto President Franklin Roosevelt for monument designation under the Antiquities Act
to protect the area from potential mining development. The threat of development, in the from of
alarge proposed coal mine, did not materialize until 1996.

In preparing his national monument recommendation for the President, Secretary Babbitt
grappled with the issue that had stopped Ickes from recommending it—traditional use for desert
livestock grazing. Assigning management responsibility to the National Park Service, the
traditional administrator of national monuments, would ensure that grazing would stop. Babbitt
believed that the area could be managed to allow hunting and appropriate grazing. The Secretary
subsequently recommended to President Clinton that the area be placed under the management

of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the largest of the federal land management agencies,
and one with amultiple use mission. The BLM could manage the area to protect the objects of
scientific and historic interest that the monument proclamation laid out, yet assure the local
communities that a well-managed grazing program could continue on monument lands.

On September 18, 1996, President Clinton proclaimed the 1.7-million-acre Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument, to include the Grand Staircase, Kaiparowits Plateau, and
Escalante Canyons areas, and to be managed by the BLM.

The 1996 designation was controversial. The Administration was accused by Western
lawmakers and property rights groups of acting by stealth and in secrecy, without consultation
with the Congressional delegation or the local communities. Although the proposal was
discussed with the delegation and Governor’s office prior to the designation, the hostile reaction
in the West led Secretary Babbitt to design a new process for future monument
recommendations.
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In November 1998, President Clinton asked Secretary Babbitt for recommendations on

additional areas that warranted protection under the Antiquities Act. Anticipating the President’s
request, Babbitt had returned earlier that year to northern Arizona, to a place of special
significance in hisown history. Babbitt’s grandfather had been involved with President Teddy
Roosevelt in the original Grand Canyon designation. Roosevelt first set aside a portion of what
is now the Grand Canyon National Park under the Antiquities Act in 1908.

January 2000 Monument Designations

In 1919, Congress converted the Grand Canyon National Monument to a national park. Adjacent
lands were made national monuments by Presidential Proclamation in 1932 and 1969. Congress
enlarged the Park in 1975 to include these lands, but the legidlation left several drainages north

of the Grand Canyon unprotected and directed the Secretary of the Interior to study and report
back on the issue.

Babbitt conducted his own study, camping three days on the Shivwits Plateau with some of his
staff, including the Grand Canyon National Park Superintendent and BLM district manager.
Over acampfire, they created a plan to engage local communities and the Congressional
delegation in adialogue about protecting these lands.

In the months that followed, Babbitt conducted meetings throughout northern Arizona on the
future management of the Shivwits Plateau. Knowing that Babbitt would push Presidential
action if Congress did not act to protect the area, Congressman Bob Stump introduced legidlation
to designate the area a National Conservation Area, the legidative equivalent of a BLM national
monument. But instead of including the necessary protections, the Stump bill opened the areato
more devel opment than existing practices allowed.

Disappointed with the Stump legislation, Secretary Babbitt recommended in December 1999 that
the President create the one-million-acre Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument made up
of the Shivwits Plateau and the remainder of the north rim watershed. He also recommended
that the area be jointly managed by BLM and NPS through its Lake Mead National Recreation
Area; that the Proclamation prohibit mineral entry and cross-country vehicular travel, and that
hunting and grazing in the monument continue under the same rules and regulations that govern
BLM lands.

The Grand Canyon-Parashant became the public and Congressional participation model for all
subsequent monument designations. Secretary Babbitt would actively engage the public on the
management of the area and offer Congress an opportunity to provide the necessary protection
prior to moving forward with a national monument recommendation to the President.

Secretary Babbitt initiated a public involvement processin July 1999 on protection of the

Agua Friaregion, meeting with leading archeol ogists, Arizona State officials, and staff from the
Arizona delegation. Along with the Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument, President
Clinton created the Agua Fria National Monument, the California Coastal National Monument,
and expanded the Pinnacles National Monument on January 11, 2000.
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May 2000 Monument Recommendations

Secretary Babbitt continued traveling throughout the year to Western communities to discuss
greater protection for nearby fragile or threatened landscapes. In May 2000, Secretary Babbitt
sent another group of monument recommendations to the President, and on June 9, 2000,
President Clinton created Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument, Hanford Reach National
Monument, Ironwood Forest National Monument, and Canyons of the Ancients National
Monument.

Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument includes Soda Mountain and approximately 52,000 acres
of public land managed by BLM in south central Oregon. Hanford Reach National Monument
encompasses approximately 195,000 acres of public land within the borders of the Department of
Energy (DOE) Hanford Reservation. Ironwood Forest National Monument was designated at the
request of the (Arizona) County Board of Supervisors and other supporters. The Secretary
gladly recommended that the President create this 129,000-acre monument near Tucson, a
landscape swathed in the rich, drought-adapted vegetation of the Sonoran Desert.

Canyons of the Ancients National Monument recommendation was preceded by a series of
meetings with local residents conducted by the Secretary or the BLM Resource Advisory
Council in the spring and summer of 1999. Public discussions on the national significance of
this area date back to a 1894 Salt Lake Times story detailing interest in protecting the region. In
1979, ahill was introduced in Congress to designate the area a National Conservation Area.
Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell introduced new National Conservation Arealegidation in
February 2000, but he suspended action on his bill the following month.

Congress Actsto Protect Areas

Secretary Babbitt and the Clinton Administration actively engaged Congressional delegationsin
adialogue for protecting important landscapes. Assuming that protection would be given to
these areas through Presidential action if Congress did not act to do so, Congress created three
new national conservation areas, one national monument, and one cooperative protection areain
2000.

Legidation sponsored by Congressman Scott Mclnnis and Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbel |
created the 122,000-acre Colorado Canyons National Conservation Area and within it a 75,000-
acre Wilderness Areain western Colorado and eastern Utah outside of Grand Junction,
Colorado.

Congressman Jim Kolbe and Senator John McCain sponsored legislation that created the 42,000-
acre Las Cienegas National Conservation Area southeast of Tucson with an additional 142,000-
acre acquisition district.

Legidlation sponsored by Congresswoman Mary Bono and Senator Diane Feinstein created Santa
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, an area of over 150,000 acres near Palm
Springs, California. Thiswas the first Congressionally created national monument giving
management responsibility to the BLM.
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Congressmen Greg Walden and Earl Blumenauer and Senators Gordon Smith and Ron Wyden in
the Senate sponsored | egidlation creating the 425,000-acre Steens Mountain “ Cooperative
Management and Protection Area’ and a 155,000-acre wilderness area in southeastern Oregon
with anearly one-million-acre mineral withdrawal area.

The Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Act provides important new
environmental protections to the Steens Mountain area of southwestern Oregon. The legislation
isaresult of a cooperative process between Oregon Governor Kitzhaber, the Clinton
Administration, and the entire Oregon Congressional delegation. Dedicated to the principle that
the Steens must be protected, they met frequently on their own and cooperatively with Secretary
Babbitt to craft a consensus to keep Steens Mountain in its current, relatively undevel oped state.

In the most fragile areas, the bill sets apart 87,000 acres of public lands as “cow-free.” Both the
wilderness area and the “cow-free” areawill increase in size (by approximately 13,000 acres and
9,000 acres respectively) upon completion of the land acquisitions authorized by the legislation.

August 2000 Monument Recommendations

In the summer of 2000, Secretary Babbitt traveled to Idaho and northern Arizona, focusing
protection discussions on two areas, Craters of the Moon and Vermilion Cliffs. Acting on
Babbitt’s August 2000 recommendations, President Clinton created the Vermilion Cliffs
National Monument and substantially expanded the Craters of the Moon National Monument on
November 9, 2000.

Vermilion Cliffs National Monument is 239,000 remote and unspoiled acres, containing the
majestic Paria Plateau, the brilliant Vermilion Cliffs, and the Paria River Canyon, spanning
elevations from 3,100 to 7,100 feet above sealevel. The area contains high densities of
Ancestral Puebloan sites, including remnants of large and small villages.

Twenty species of raptors have been documented in the monument, as well as avariety of
reptiles and amphibians. California condors have been reintroduced into the area, and Desert
bighorn sheep, pronghorn antelope, mountain lion, and other mammals roam the canyons and
plateaus. The Paria River supports sensitive native fish, including the flannelmouth sucker and
the speckled dace.

The Craters of the Moon National Monument has been awork in progress for more than seventy
years. The boundary of the monument has been adjusted by Presidential Proclamation on four
occasions, in 1928, 1930, 1941, and 1962. In 1989-90, Congressman Richard Stallings
introduced legisation to create Craters of the Moon National Park, afailed proposal that
included almost twice as many acres as Babbitt’s monument expansion proposal.

Beginning in April 2000, Secretary Babbitt visited the area three times and led a processto
solicit public input and advice about the future management and protection of the Craters of the
Moon region, meeting with leading geologists, local ranchers, local elected officials, and staff
from the Idaho Congressional delegation.
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President Coolidge first described the volcanic features of Craters of the Moon as of “unusual
scientific value and general interest” an assertion illustrated by the procession of scientists
studying the lavafield and its distinctive flora and fauna, by the NASA astronauts who explored
the monument in preparation for their mission to the moon, and by a quarter-million annual
visitors.

Like Grand Canyon-Parashant, the Craters of the Moon expansion will be managed jointly by the
National Park Service and the Bureau of Land Management.

National Landscape Conservation System (NLCYS)

At the Secretary’ s recommendation, the BLM established a Nationa Landscape Conservation
System in 2000 to focus more attention and resources on the new national monuments, national
conservation areas, Headwaters Forest Preserve and other areas designated during the Clinton
Administration. BLM also placed wilderness, conservation areas, wild and scenic rivers, and
national scenic and historic trails designated pre-1993 into the new management structure.

The units of the NLCS continue to be operated at the field level by BLM field managers. The
NLCS office, based in BLM headquarters, provides policy guidance and management support.
Conservation is the established management priority in NLCS units, and visitor contact and
information facilities are to be located in adjacent communities.

GRAZING REFORM

The conventional wisdom is that the Secretary and Administration “caved in” and lost the battle
over grazing on public lands in 1994, sacrificing reform on grazing and mining to ensure enough
votes for the Administration’s economic package. Thetruth isthe Secretary and Interior quietly
went about winning the war.

“We set out at the beginning of this Administration,” Babbitt said in May 2000, “to put in place a
reform package that would modernize grazing regulations which hadn’t been significantly
changed since enactment of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934, and help restore the health of
Western rangelands.”

Each year from 1989-92, the House had proposed and approved a grazing fee increase, and each
year the Senate had voted to block it. In February of 1993—Iess than a month after his
inauguration—President Clinton unveiled a budget that proposed raising $1 billion over five
years from royalties made on Western land use. The grazing fee on federal lands, then $1.86 per
month per cow, was to be tripled.

In August 1993 the Secretary announced the Healthy Rangelands initiative and an Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that included changes in standards for livestock grazing in
rangeland ecosystems and increases in the grazing fee formula. During the course of the debate
in Congress, significant support for the reforms became evident, and legisl ative reforms passed
by a 3-1 magjority in the House and by a comfortable mgjority in the Senate. But ranchers were
howling in the press that they would be ruined and livestock interest groups lobbied intensely.
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Late in the session, an amendment by Senator Domenici to place a one-year moratorium on
changes passed 59-40 and halted further legidlative progress.

In March 1994, Interior released the proposed regulations, which administratively doubled
grazing fees on public lands phased in over three years beginning in 1995, offered discounts and
incentives for grazing stewardship and established Resource Advisory Councils—balanced in
composition to include ranchers, local officials and conservationists—to set regional grazing
standards. The Secretary and BLM proceeded to hold an unprecedented series of meetings to
build consensus on the new regulations, including forty-eight public hearings held
simultaneously throughout the Western states in June 1994.

All sides were critical of the administrative grazing proposal. Environmentalists wanted a
national grazing standard, not regional standards arrived at by consensus with ranchers and local
officials. Ranchersvery vocally opposed any new fees. Colorado Governor Romer called for
changes in the make-up of RACs, eliminating environmentalists from the boards. Utah
Governor Leavitt proposed that governors make the RAC appointments. Environmentalists
boycotted meetingsin New Mexico.

After the 1994 Congressional elections put Republicansin a majority in both the Senate and
House, it seemed clear that fee increases would jeopardize acceptance of the President’ s budget,
and Babbitt announced that the fee portion of the proposal would be postponed to give Congress
timeto act on feeincreases. The other reforms proceeded.

Despite theinitial criticism, the composition of the locally-based RA Cs remained: five citizens
representing traditional uses like grazing, energy development and timber production; five
members representing conservation and non-commercial recreation interests; and five members
who were local or tribal elected officials, academicians, and state and local personnel. The
RACs gave the public unprecedented representation in public land management decision making.

The RAC charters specify that a mgjority from each interest sector must vote affirmatively to
refer any recommendation to the BLM. BLM works with the RACs to develop a broad
consensus on standards of rangeland health and the standards are, in turn, incorporated into BLM
land use plans.

By the end of 2000, as aresult of BLM action in collaboration with the Regional Advisory
Councils, 100,000 acres of riparian habitat have been replenished for trout and wildlife,

20 million acres of uplands are restored to functioning condition, and erosion has been reduced.
From the original eleven established in 1995, the number of RACs has grown to twenty-four.

Suitsfiled by ranchers, three of which reached the Supreme Court in May 2000, upheld the
Secretary of the Interior’ sright to set limits and deny livestock grazing permits to protect other
values on public land.
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HARDROCK MINING REFORM

The Bush Administration proposed reforms in the Mining Law of 1872 before leaving office,
and the Clinton Administration made several attempts to get Congress to bring hardrock mining
law into the 20" century before the 21 century arrived.

The 1872 Mining Law, signed by President Ulysses S. Grant and not modified since, allows
patents for hardrock minerals—gold, silver, copper, zinc—on public land to be mined for afee of
$2.50 - $5.00 an acre. The ancient formula often means mine operations can reap millions, even
billions, from public land minerals by paying less than $200 in fees, and paying nothing to
reclaim the land if they abandon the mine.

The Clinton Administration proposed imposing a royalty on hardrock mining equivalent to the
public land oil royalty (12.5 percent on gross proceeds) in itsfirst budget submission to Congress
in February, 1993. The Administration withdrew its proposal that Fall when Western
Democratic Senators opposed it, and it was clear that it would not survive the Congressional
budget process.

In 1994 and 1995, Secretary Babbitt used Administrative prerogatives, including stalling and
stonewalling, to keep nearly 600 mining patents from being awarded, granting claims only under
court order, one or afew at atime, and doing it in press conferences where he railed against
corporate welfare and the fleecing of taxpayers because Congress refused to enact meaningful
hardrock mining reform.

Sensitive to charges of allowing taxpayers to be ripped-off, Congress imposed a moratorium on
new hardrock mining claims each year beginning in 1995, but they were mute on the several
hundred claims filed before the moratorium was imposed.

In 1995, and again in 1998, legidlation backed by the mining industry in reaction to
administrative reforms was introduced to abate criticism and free the patent logjam, but the
Administration vowed to veto them and Babbitt derided the bills for their loopholes and paltry
royalty formulas. Testifying before Congress on the industry-backed reforms in 1998, Babbitt
signed patents for three claims worth $80 million in mineral reservesin Alaskafor which the
mining company was paying $155.

The Administration backed legislation sponsored by Senator Bumpers in 1998 that would have
imposed a five percent royalty on gross proceeds and require reclamation. The measure failed.

In the meantime, BLM continued work on revised “3809” surface mining regulations (subpart
3809 of the bureau’ s mineral rules) begun in 1991, held up for several years while Congress
appeared to be working on 1872 Mining Law reform, and then taken up again after Babbitt
ordered completion of the rulemaking processin early 1997. BLM developed the revised
regulations to fulfill its duty under federal law to prevent *“unnecessary or undue degradation” of
BLM lands from hardrock mining.

Final 3809 Surface Mining Regulations were announced and published on November 11, 2000.
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The tough new regulations require hardrock mining operators to submit a plan of operation for
all mining and alow BLM to reject a plan of operation if that operation would result in
“substantial irreparable harm” to scientific, cultural or environmental resources that cannot be
effectively mitigated; require mining operators to meet outcome-based performance standardsin
all aspects of operations, including exploration, mining, processing and reclamation; require
operators to provide afinancial guarantee for all operations; require an additional financial
guarantee that covers the estimated cost of reclamation; and provide for public notice and
comment on proposed plans of operations and bond releases. The new regulations incorporate,
for the first time, specific provisions on cyanide leaching operations and acid mine drainage and
strengthen BLM’ s administrative enforcement and penalties for violation of the regulations.

INDIAN TRUST REFORM

Evolving over two centuries, the complex and sometimes contentious trust agreement between
the United States and the American Indian tribes and Alaska Natives is not incorporated in any
single document, but defined by numerous laws passed by Congress, by federal administrative
practices and by Indian trust law based on federal court decisions. Titleto land isheld in trust
for tribes and for some individual American Indians by the federal government. Tribal funds
derived from lease agreements and sales of natural resources such as minerals, water and trees
are also held in trust by the federal government.

The Secretary of the Interior has fiduciary responsibility for approximately $3 billion held in
trust for 315 Indian tribes and over 262,000 individuals. About $800 million passes through the
tribal trust system annually.

Through budget and policy advocacy and program reform, Secretary Babbitt has addressed
critical issuesin Indian country and Indian trust management. Babbitt has pressed for increased
school construction and public safety and law enforcement funds, increases for tribal priority
allocations, the settlement of Indian land, water and fishing rights claims, Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) management reforms and trust funds system improvements.

During the Clinton Administration, tribal self-determination and self-governance in accord with
tribes’ sovereign authority has been upheld and strengthened to an unprecedented degree.
Through a series of Executive Memoranda and Executive Orders, the President has
acknowledged the rights of tribes to exercise inherent sovereign powers over their members and
lands, directed government-to-government consultation on the impact of federal government
plans, projects, programs and activities on tribes, directed the development of a strategic plan for
coordinating existing economic development initiatives, directed the support of tribal colleges,
universities and the improvement of low-performing schools, directed agencies to work with
tribal leaders to analyze and improve tribal public safety, law enforcement and criminal justice
systems and directed the protection of religious objects, sites and practices.

Administration budget proposals have attempted to further strengthen self-determination and
self-government. More money appropriated to Interior for Indian programs goes directly to
tribes than at any other timein history. Like a county government, BIA supplies such critical
programs as education, housing, law enforcement, natural resource management and road
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maintenance, administered by the tribes themselves, by BIA, or in partnership. Nine out of every
ten dollars of BIA-appropriated fundsis spent on tribal reservations.

The Clinton Administration has actively supported tribal self-determination by providing tribal
governments with more opportunities under Public Law 102-477 to directly administer programs
of the BIA and other federal departments and agencies, allowing tribes to integrate their
employment, training and related services into one program and one annual reporting
requirement. Since 1994, 200 federally-recognized tribes have benefited under 477 programs.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs, and consequently Indian tribal programs, have been historically
under-funded. Of the 557 federally-recognized tribesin the U.S., about fifteen are truly
prosperous. Those tribes have been assisted economically by the establishment of gaming near
high-density populations. Thirty percent of American Indians have incomes below the national
poverty line.

Administration budget proposals for Indian country initiatives have met with little successin
Congress. There have been movesin the Republican-controlled Congress since 1994 to take
away one-third of the funds allotted to tribes with gaming operations and to enforce taxation by
the states on tribally owned land and businesses. Congress has for some time appropriated just
enough money annually to maintain the status quo on reservations.

Water Rights Settlements

One area where the Secretary and his staff have successfully acquired funds and directed a
coordinated improvement effort in Indian affairsisin the settlement of numerous Indian land,
water, and fishing rights claims. Lack of certainty regarding these rights has hindered tribal
economic development and self-determination for decades.

Many tribes have reserved water rights under the law, but obtaining reserved water from states
and compacts has been problematic for generations. Negotiated agreements between tribes,
states, local parties, and the federal government are the most effective and cost-efficient way to
resolve reserved water rights claims while providing for sound water resource management. The
benefits of negotiated agreements outweigh the uncertainties and expense of litigation.

Accordingly, Secretary Babbitt created an Indian Water Rights Office in hisimmediate office to
lead the Department’ s overall efforts to resolve controversial Indian water rightsissuesin the
western United States. The Secretary also engaged in an ongoing dialogue with tribal leaders on
water rightsissues. The Department’ s response to Indian water rights claims has complemented
and strengthened the efforts of tribes and western governors to gain Congressional support for
Indian water rights settlements.

Although still awork in progress, this effort has produced notable successes, including
settlement of claims for the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs reservation in Oregon, the
Jicarilla Apachein New Mexico, the Chippewa Cree Tribe of the Rocky Boy’ s reservation in
Montana, the San Carlos Apache Tribe in Arizona, and the Shivwits Band of the Paiute Indian
Tribein Utah.
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The Secretary helped achieve the Arizona Global Water Settlement resolving litigation between
the U.S. and the Central Arizona Water Conservation District over repayment and operation of
the Central Arizona Project. A stipulation contained in the settlement isthefirst step to a
comprehensive resolution of several Indian water rights claimsin Arizona, including the
settlement for the Gila River Indian Community, one of the largest Indian water rights clamsin
the western United States.

The Administration also expects enactment of the Colorado Ute Water Rights Settlement Act
Amendments, which will authorize the Administration’s proposal for final implementation of the
original settlement of 1988. The Act will also resolve the status of the Animas-La Plata water
project.

Land Claims Settlements

Based on the successful water rights model, the Secretary has also directed federal negotiation
teams to resolve protracted Indian land claims and disputes. These claimstypically involve
alegations of improper taking of Indian land dating back to the late 1700s and early 1800s, in
violation of federal law, or due to under compensation. The claimed areas today are often the
homes of third party private individuals or administered by state, federal or local governments.
The tribes and puebl os whose claims have been settled or advanced through the Administration’s
effort include the Catawba, Crow, Hoopa, Miccosukee, Santa Domingo, Timbasha Shoshone,
and Sandia.

Fishing Rights

Interior has also been aggressive in addressing and protecting Indian fishing rights reserved by
treaties between the tribes and the United States that are critical to sustaining tribal cultures and
economies. The Department’s effort to protect Indian fishing rights have included negotiating
new consent decrees which govern the allocation of Indian fishing rights and proposing and
analyzing extensive environmental restoration efforts designed to result in extensive anadromous
fishery benefits.

TRUST FUNDS M ANAGEMENT

Historically, the accounting practices for tribal and individual American Indian monies held in
trust by the BIA have been notoriously inadequate. A study conducted by Arthur Andersen,
LLP, examined $17.7 billion in non-investment transactions that the BIA handled from July
1972 to September 1992. Of thetotal, $15.3 billion were reconciled. Supporting documents
could not be located for 14 percent of the transactions. $1.87 million of reconciled transactions,
or 1 percent, werein error. Slightly less than half of the errors were to the detriment of tribes.

Secretary Babbitt inherited this failed system, and has done more than any other Secretary of
Interior to reformit. Legislation in 1994 and the U.S. District Court’s Opinions and Ordersin
the class action lawsuit Cobell vs. Babbitt compelled a new trust funds management regime, and
in 1996 the Secretary established the Office of Specia Trustee for American Indians under
Secretarial supervision, to provide oversight and reform, and to coordinate policies, procedures,
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systems and practices used by the Departmental agencies in managing Indian trust assets. The
Specia Trustee issued a Strategic Plan for Trust Improvement in 1997, revised and updated in
2000. The Office of American Indian Trust was also created within the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Indian Affairsto carry out specific activities and reviews to ensure Secretarial
obligations under the trust responsibility are carried out.

At the end of the Clinton Administration, every tribal and individual Indian account and all
investments are operating on the same commercial-grade trust used in magjor banks. BIA has
made progress on the implementation of a trust asset management system which will manage
income-producing assets such as mineral and grazing leases on 170,000 tracts of land. Congress
passed |egislation on one of the Administration’s highest trust reform priorities. The Indian
Land Consolidation Act Amendments of 2000 will begin relieving the administrative and
financia burdens of fractionated ownership of Indian lands, addressing one of the root problems
of trust management.

These are but afew highlights of the most important accomplishments of the Department of the
Interior under Bruce Babbitt during the Clinton Administration. Under Babbitt’s leadership,
each Interior bureau and office undertook many additional policy and programmatic initiatives
that have contributed to the Clinton Administration legacy.



VOLUME |: INTERIOR LEGACY —POLICY AND PROGRAM
INITIATIVES

CHAPTER ONE: FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

Over the past eight years, the Clinton Administration has led a mgjor effort to conserve the
nation’swildlife for the enjoyment of future generations. Its accomplishments on National
Wildlife Refuges, in habitat conservation programs, and in ecosystem-based resource
management all contributed to the greatest effort by any nation in the history of the world to
conserve ecologicaly healthy and diverse habitats for fish and wildlife. Throughout America,
ranchers, farmers, and other private landowners are joining hunters and anglersin the U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service's efforts to protect the habitat our fish and wildlife need to survive.

Making the Endangered Species Act Work Better

There are 1,204 threatened or endangered plants and animals listed in the United States. None of
them achieved that status overnight; for most, it was along, gradual downhill slide, usually
nudged along by people and an ever-increasing competition for space that continues to eliminate,
shrink or fracture habitat. But since 1973, the year President Nixon signed the Endangered
Species Act into law, the legislation has managed to allow both people and plants and animals to
engineer a better balance.

Although a M assachusetts Institute of Technology study showed the most threatened and
endangered species have been added to the list in states with the most successful economies, the
Clinton Administration inherited a pervasive mythology that protecting endangered species was
economically counterproductive. Property rights activists have remained the sharpest critics of
thelaw. The Clinton Administration dedicated itself to demonstrating that the Endangered
Species Act does not pit animals and plants against people and jobs.

Resolving the Spotted Owl Controversy

The Clinton Administration determined to resolve the conflicts involving administration of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). Inone of hisfirst major actions, the President convened a
cabinet-level working group to resolve concerns over forest management then associated with
the listing of the northern spotted owl as a threatened species in the Pacific northwest.

On April 2, 1993, President Clinton convened the Forest Conference in Portland, Oregon to
address the human and environmental needs served by the federal forests of the Pacific
Northwest and northern California. The President, Vice-President, Secretary of the Interior and
much of the Cabinet spent an entire day listening to al points of view and collecting information.
The President then directed his Cabinet to craft a balanced, comprehensive and long-term policy
for the management of over 24 million acres of public land. An interagency, interdisciplinary



team of expert scientists, economists, sociologists and others was assembled - the Forest
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team led by Dr. Jack Ward Thomas. After three months of
intensive work, which included the review of al fully developed proposals for management of
federal forests within the range of the northern spotted owl, the team produced a detailed report
assessing ten options. President Clinton announced his proposed “ Forest Plan for a Sustainable
Economy and a Sustainable Environment” on July 1 of that year, consisting of strategies for
forest management, economic development, and agency coordination.

The forest management and implementation portion of the strategy was analyzed in a Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement issued in July that received over 100,000 public
comments during a three-month public comment period. A Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement was made available to the public in February 1994. The Record of Decision
implementing Alternative # 9 of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
represented the first time that two of the largest federal 1and management agencies, the Bureau of
Land Management and the Forest Service, developed a common management approach to the
lands they administer throughout an entire ecological region. The conservation measures
included in the strategy were based upon the best available science and attempted to anticipate
and forestall future environmental problems, while avoiding economic dislocation and legal
gridlock.

This pro-active stance toward resolving conflicts associated with the ESA set the agenda for the
following eight years of policy decisions on implementation of the Act. The Administration
used the flexibility contained in the current law to make the Act work better.

Ten-Point Plan

In June 1994, Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt and D. James Baker, Under Secretary of
Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, announced a series of administrative policy reforms and
legislative ideas designed to improve the ESA’ s effectiveness while making it easier for
Americans to work with and understand. Collectively called the “ Ten-Point Plan,” these policy
and program initiatives were aimed at improving the ESA’s effectiveness, while easing
regulatory burdens on landowners and businesses and encouraging development of partnerships
to conserve species. Specifically, improvements were intended to:

» Base ESA decisions on sound and objective science,

* Minimize social and economic impacts; provide quick, responsive answers and certainty
to landowners;

* Treat landownersfairly and with consideration;

» Createincentives for landowners to conserve species,

» Effectively use limited public and private resources by taking an ecosystem approach to
conserving species,

» Emphasize the conservation of candidate species; promptly recover and de-list threatened
and endangered species,

» Promote efficiency and consistency; and

* Provide state, tribal and local governments with opportunities to play a greater rolein
carrying out the ESA.



HCPs, Safe Harbors, CCAs & Landowner I ncentives

One of the major efforts associated with implementation of the ten-point plan was an increased
emphasis on Habitat Conservation Plans, or HCPs. The Act provides for permits to take listed
species when such taking is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity and the impacts on the
species have been minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. When President
Clinton took officein 1993, only fourteen of these permits had been issued. By the end of July
2000, more than 300 were in effect, covering more than 200 listed species such as bald eagles,
golden-cheeked warblers, giant garter snakes, and many more.

In many parts of the country, having listed species on one’'s land was considered a major
liability. To addressthat concern, the Administration sought ways to encourage private
landowners to participate in conservation of listed species. Chief among those efforts was the
development of the “No Surprises’ rule. This policy provides assurances to landowners who
enter into voluntary Habitat Conservation Plans that as long as they are implementing their
conservation plans properly, the government will not require any additional compensation (either
lands, water, or money) of them for species covered under their HCP.

Asthe HCP program grew, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries
Service published ajoint HCP handbook in 1996. Just four years later, the Services amended
this handbook with a significant update called the “five-point policy”. The policy provided
additional direction to HCP practitioners by emphasizing the need for biological goas and
objectives, incorporation of adaptive management to address uncertainty, encouraging public
participation in HCP devel opment, clarifying how permit durations should be determined, and
emphasizing the need for compliance and effectiveness monitoring.

To encourage voluntary conservation efforts by property owners, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service published joint final policiesfor “ Safe
Harbor” and “ Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances’ under the Endangered
Species Act. The mgjority of endangered and threatened species occur on privately owned lands.
Working with these landowners is critical to the recovery of many of America s most vulnerable
species. The “Safe Harbor” policy provides incentives for private and other non-federal property
owners to restore, enhance, or maintain habitats for listed species. Under the policy, the agencies
provide participating landowners with technical assistance and assurances that additional land,
water, and/or natural resource use restrictions will not be imposed as aresult of voluntary
conservation actions that benefit or attract listed species. At the end of a*“ Safe Harbor”
agreement, the landowner would be allowed to return the property to its original “baseline”
condition.

The agencies also released their final policy on “Candidate Conservation Agreements with
Assurances’ (CCAA) for species that are not yet listed as endangered or threatened, but are
considered to be in decline and could be listed in the future. CCAAs identify actions that the
landowner commits to take to conserve declining species. They may include habitat protection;
management; or restoration actions such as fencing, stream rehabilitation, controlled burns, or
species reintroduction. Landowners who participate in this program will receive assurances from
the agencies that no additional conservation measures above and beyond those contained in the



CCAA will berequired and that no additional land, water, or resource-use restrictions will be
imposed upon them should the species become listed in the future. These policies are part of a
package of reforms initiated by this Administration to make the Endangered Species Act more
effective in achieving conservation while enhancing its flexibility for private landowners.

Endangered Species Successes

Fulfilling its commitment to another element of the “Ten-Point Plan” the Clinton Administration
made significant strides in recovering popul ations of threatened and endangered species. Eight
species of U.S. plants and animals under Fish and Wildlife Service jurisdiction were removed
from the Endangered Specieslist. These species are the Tumamoc Globeberry, Spineless
hedgehog cactus, McKittrick Pennyroyal, Arctic and American peregrine falcons, Cuneate
bidens, LIoyd’ s hedgehog cactus and Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew.

The final de-listing of the American peregrine falcon received wide-ranging news coverage. A
medium-sized raptor, the falcon nests on tall cliffs or urban skyscrapers and hunts other birds for
food, reaching speeds of 200 miles an hour as it dives after its prey. The bird’' s remarkable speed
and agility, however, could do nothing to prevent its sharp decline after World War Il when
widespread use of the pesticide DDT and other organochol orine pesticides hurt the bird' s ability
to reproduce. When the Service listed the peregrine falcon as endangered, populationsin the
eastern United States had completely disappeared and populations in the west had declined by as
much as 80 to 90 percent below historical levels. By 1975, the population reached an all-time
low of 324 nesting pairsin North America. The banning of DDT made the recovery of the
peregrine falcon possible. The protections provided by the Endangered Species Act and the
extraordinary partnership efforts of the Service and the Canadian government, state wildlife
agencies, universities, private ornithological groups, and falcon enthusiasts-accel erated the pace
of recovery through captive breeding programs, reintroduction efforts and the protection of nest
sites during the breeding season. Currently, there are at least 1,650 peregrine breeding pairsin
the United States and Canada.

Eight additional species have been proposed for de-listing. Two species proposed for de-listing,
the bald eagle and Aleutian Canada goose, represent significant recovery accomplishments. Asa
symbol of strength and courage, the bald eagle represents the best of what America hasto offer.
On the eve of Independence Day weekend, July 2, 1999, President Clinton marked the
culmination of athree-decade effort to protect and recover this magjestic bird by announcing a
proposal to remove it from the list of threatened and endangered species. The bald eagle once
ranged throughout every state in the Union except Hawaii. When America adopted the bird as
its national symbol in 1782, as many as 100,000 nesting bald eagles lived in the continental
United States, excluding Alaska. By 1963, only 417 nesting pairs were found in the lower forty-
eight. Today, dueto recovery efforts by the Service in partnership with other federal agencies,
tribes, state and local governments, conservation organizations, universities, corporations and
thousands of individual Americans, this number has risen to an estimated 5,748 nesting pairs. As
aresult, biologists believe it may no longer require the special protection of the Endangered
Species Act.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was poised to remove the Aleutian Canada goose, one of the
first animals protected under the Endangered Species Act, from the list of threatened and



endangered speciesin the fall of 2000. Populations of the goose, a small subspecies of Canada
goose found only on afew of Alaska's remote, windswept islands and in areas of California and
the Pacific Northwest, numbered only in the hundreds in the mid-1970s. Today, biologists
estimate there are 32,000 birds, and the threat of extinction has been eliminated.

In addition, seven species improved in status to the point that they could be reclassified from
endangered to threatened and six species have been proposed for reclassification to threatened.
The most notable proposed reclassification is that for the gray wolf.

Gray wolves have gone from a few individuals in northeastern Minnesota when first listed to
currently more than 250 in the northern Rocky Mountains. Progress toward wolf recovery has
followed quickly on the heels of the Service's historic reintroduction of wolvesinto Y ellowstone
National Park and central Idaho in 1995 and 1996. Those efforts re-established wolf populations
in areas where the animals had been completely eliminated in the 1920s. Secretary Babbitt, who
participated in the Y ellowstone reintroductions, also assisted in efforts to reestablish Mexican
wolvesin Arizonain 1998 and 1999. These reintroduced wolves were the first of their speciesto
roam freely in the southwestern United States in more than three decades. Other major efforts to
reintroduce species to their historic ranges by establishing experimental populations during the
Clinton Administration included the black-footed ferret, with four separate reintroductions, the
California condor in Arizona, and the whooping crane in Florida.

Critical Habitat Policy

Identification of the habitat needs of listed species and the conservation of such habitat is the key
to recovering endangered and threatened species. While the Endangered Species Act provides a
variety of toolsto conserve species and their habitats, beginning in the mid-1990s much public
attention was focused on the designation of critical habitat under the Act. Concern centered on
the effectiveness of these designations in conserving imperiled species and on minimizing the
impacts of these designations on landowners. Under the law, critical habitat designations affect
projects funded, authorized or carried out by federal agencies, but do not affect activities
conducted on private land or by private citizens if there is no federal involvement. The Service
attempted to provide the greatest protection to the greatest number of species by focusing limited
resources on the listing of more than 200 species that were in need of protection but that
remained unlisted. To alarge extent this backlog was due to a one-year moratorium on the
listing of new species that was imposed by Congressin April of 1995. However, beginningin
1998, the Service' s approach began to be rejected by the courts, and the Service was ordered to
designate critical habitat for several species.

On June 14, 1999, it published a notice of intent to develop policy or guidance and to revise
regulations, if necessary, to clarify the role of habitat in endangered species conservation. In that
notice, the Service sought comments on the benefits of the designation of critical habitat,
suggestions on effectively streamlining the process of designating critical habitat and
recommendations on possible legidlative actions that might improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of the critical habitat process. The Service received over 500 comments and
incorporated them into a draft critical habitat addendum to its Endangered Species Listing
Handbook. Work on improving critical habitat continues as of thiswriting.



President’s EO on Endangered Species/Native American policy

Another important example of the Administration’s commitment to making the Endangered
Species Act more responsive was the joint secretarial order signed by Secretaries Babbitt and
Daley (Commerce) to clarify the responsibilities of both Departments when actions taken under
authority of the Act involvetribal land, tribal trust resources, or tribal rights. The order
acknowledges the trust and treaty responsibilities and obligations of the United States to Native
Americans and its government-to-government relationship with tribes. The order not only gives
tribes a seat at the table in the planning and consultation process, but an ability to lend their
expertise and traditional knowledge to conserve and improve recovery for species with habitat on
Indian lands. Thejoint order called for both Departments to:

Work together to restore ecosystems and enhance tribal management plans that affect listed
species, to conserve and recover declining species and to create an environment of trust and
respect for the missions of both the Departments and the tribes for the ultimate benefit of
sensitive species;

Consult with and use the expertise of affected Native American tribal governments, including
the use of traditional knowledge, when determining which species should be listed,
conducting surveys on species populations, and implementing conservation measures;

Provide notification to, use the expertise of, and solicit information from affected tribal
governments when considering impacts to tribal trust resources and tribal lands;

Encourage and facilitate tribal participation in activities that may affect tribal interests; and
provide deference to tribal conservation plans for Indian lands that address the conservation
needs of listed species.

Strengthening the National Wildlife Refuge System

The Administration demonstrated similar leadership in caring for the National Wildlife Refuge
(NWR) System, one of the world’s most diverse collections of lands and waters dedicated to
wildlife conservation. Assistance for thisleadership effort came from a powerful alliance of
non-government sources.

The Cooper ative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement (CARE)

Responding to continuing funding shortfalls for managing the National Wildlife Refuge System,
adiverse group of conservation and recreation organizations came together in 1997 to educate
Congress and the American peopl e about various challenges facing the System. The Cooperative
Alliance for Refuge Enhancement devel oped a plan for modest but steady budget increases for
Refuge System operations and maintenance and supported | egislation strengthening the Refuge
System. Organizations including the Wildlife Management Institute, Defenders of Wildlife, the
National Rifle Association, Ducks Unlimited, National Wildlife Federation and others
aggressively pursued a plan to help the Refuge System fulfill its conservation mission by its

100™ anniversary in 2003. Congress responded to the challenge by passing the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act as well as significant budget increasesin 1997, 1998 and 1999.



President’s EO on Priority Public Uses

On March 25, 1996, President Clinton signed “Management and General Public Use of the
National Wildlife Refuge System,” alandmark Executive Order that set a new direction and
ensured new opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation in the National Wildlife Refuge
System.

Executive Order 12996 accomplished several important firsts for the System:

For the first time, it defined a conservation mission for the Refuge System “to preserve a national
network of lands and waters for the conservation and management of the fish, wildlife, and
plants of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations.” This mission sets
the Refuge System apart from all other federal lands.

The EO defined six compatible wildlife-dependent recreational activities (hunting, fishing,
wildlife observation, photography, environmental education and interpretation) as priority uses
of the System, and directed the Secretary to provide expanded opportunities for these activities.

The EO defined four guiding principles for management of the System: habitat conservation,
public use, partnerships, and public involvement. Of these, the conservation of habitat was the
foundation upon which all sustained use is dependent.

National Wildlife Refuge System I mprovement Act

A little more than a year later, President Clinton signed the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act into law on October 9, 1997. Thislaw, modeled on the Presidents Executive
Order, built upon the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 in a manner
that provided an “Organic Act” for the Refuge System. It was passed to ensure that the Refuge
System is managed as a national system of related lands, waters, and interests for the protection
and conservation of our nation’s wildlife resources.

The passage of this Act, with strong bipartisan support and the backing of a diverse group of
non-governmental organizations and state fish and wildlife agencies, gave guidance to the
Secretary of the Interior for the overall management of the Refuge System. In addition to
codifying the requirements of the Executive Order, the act also clarified the process for
determining compatible uses of refuges and established planning processes to ensure improved
public participation in the growth and management of the National Wildlife Refuge System. A
critical new element mandates that the Service devel op comprehensive conservation plans for
each refuge over afifteen-year period.

Following passage of the Refuge Improvement Act in 1997, Congress approved an historic $42
million budget increase for the refuge system in FY 1998. The following year, President Clinton
signed the Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century into law, providing $20 million in new
funding for wildlife refuge roads each year from 1999 to 2003.



Congress continued its increasing support for the refuge program in October of 1998, when it
approved an additional $17.8 million budget increase for the refuge system for FY 1999. That
same month, President Clinton signed the National Wildlife Refuge System Volunteer and
Community Partnership Enhancement Act. The Act opened new avenues for partnership
projects and enabled the Service to expand a volunteer network that already accounts for 20
percent of all work performed on refuges each year and is worth $14 million annually to the
American people.

Fulfilling the Promise

With these new priorities clearly in place, the Service began preparations for itsfirst ever
conference of National Wildlife Refuge Managers. The managers, along with many partners
from Service, federal, state and non-governmental organizations met in Keystone, Colorado in
October 1998 to produce Fulfilling the Promise, the system’s road map for its second century.
This report elaborated upon and provided meaningful direction for many of the issues discussed
at the Keystone Conference. Fulfilling the Promise called for nationa wildlife refugesto
provide a“variety of opportunitiesto enjoy and appreciate America s fish, wildlife, and plants,”
and recommended several steps to improve and expand services for hunters, anglers, and other
refuge visitors. This document received final approval in March of 1999, and implementation
activities began immediately.

Proposed Refuge System Centennial Legislation

Congress demonstrated additional support for the refuge system in May 2000, when it passed the
National Wildlife Refuge System Centennial Act (H.R. 4442). Forwarded to the Congress by the
Administration in April 2000, the National Wildlife Refuge System Commemoration Act was
introduced in the House of Representatives by New Jersey Representative Jim Saxton, chairman
of the Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans Subcommittee of the House Resources
Committee. Intended to strengthen and highlight the 93 million-acre refuge system for its 100th
birthday, the bill would establish a high ranking commission, including the Secretary of the
Interior, the director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and up to ten other members, to build
public awareness and secure new resources to manage the system. It ismodeled after asimilar
distinguished group that oversaw the National Park System’ s successful Centennial celebrations
in 1972. The House version of the bill was approved on July 11. At thiswriting, the Senate
version of the bill is pending afloor vote.

Summary of Major Refuge Additions

In Fiscal Years 1993 through 1999, the Service acquired interests in approximately 2,164,950
acres of land including the establishment of thirty-four new refuges, twenty-four new waterfowl
production areas, and one new wildlife management area. In FY 2000, five new refuges have
been established and possibly one more will be established by the end of September. The
Service is committed to the preservation of biodiversity and the management of resources on an
ecosystem basis. Interior’sland acquisition program continues to be used as an important tool
for identifying and acquiring the priority habitats within each ecosystem so that Interior can
reach itsfish, wildlife and plant protection goals. The following isasummary of acquisition
totals and examples by each year:



Fiscal Year Acreage # of New Refuges | Key Examples

1993 610,237 5 KealiaPond NWR, HI,
R1

1994 220,563 8 Trinity River NWR,
TX, R2

1995 257,611 4 Big Branch Marsh
NWR, LA, R4

1996 286,724 3 San Diego NWR, CA,
R1

1997 295,576 4 Ten Thousand Islands,
FL, R4

1998 182,239 4 Blackfoot Valley NWR,
MT, R6

1999 312,000 6 Aroostook NWR, ME,
R5

2000 Acres Unavailable 5, possibly 6 by Big OaksNWR, IL, R3

Until end of FY end of FY
TOTALS: 2,164,950 39, possibly 40 by

(New Total to be
determined at end of
FY)

end of FY 2000
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Protecting What We Have-Okefenokee NWR, 1zembek NWR

In addition to expanding the National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) System, the Administration
demonstrated its commitment to protecting the resources of established refuges. 1n 1994, the
DuPont Corporation announced plans to develop a heavy minerals mine on 38,000 acres directly
adjacent to the east boundary of Okefenokee National Wildlife Refuge, potentially altering the
hydrology and water quality of the Okefenokee Swamp and St Mary’s River. Impacts would
likely destroy thousands of acres of wetlands and critical habitat, and change permanently the
hydrological relationships between the swamp, the underlying aquifer, and superficial ground
water.

Secretary Babbitt traveled to the refuge to announce that “this kind of dredging and strip mining
is not an appropriate neighbor for a nationa wildlife refuge” and maintained the
Administration’s opposition to this development throughout the ensuing negotiations. In
February 1999, after an extensive series of negotiations, DuPont and the Department formally
ratified an agreement for a“no mining” alternative. Success of the “no mining” proposal will
depend on the availability of funding from private foundations, universities, government
agencies or other sources to carry out the proposal. None of the elements of the “no mining”
agreement has been implemented to date, nor is the agreement binding on DuPont.

In 1998, the Aleutians East Borough and the communities of King Cove and Cold Bay, Alaska,
proposed to link themselves with a thirty-mile road that would have crossed Izembek National
Wildlife Refuge, including seven miles of adesignated wilderness area. Responding to
Congressional efforts to build this road, Secretary Babbitt declared that “if they can get away
with this, your favorite park may be next,” and led the Administration’s efforts to prevent
passage of this measure. Through a series of negotiations with the communities, the State
identified alternative means for improving transportation. Language was inserted in the FY 1999
appropriations earmarking funds for the construction of a new airstrip and marine facilities
serving the communities.

The Service also received its largest conservation gift ever in Alaska, when The Conservation
Fund donated 8,496 acres of land for addition to the 1zembek refuge. This donation was made
possible by a gift from the Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund. The donated lands, located at
Morzhovoi Bay, round out the western boundary of the Izembek Refuge. The lagoons, bays and
marshes of 1zembek, recognized as wetlands of international importance, play acritical rolein
maintaining healthy populations of several species of waterfowl. The entire population of
Pacific flyway brant, as well as emperor geese and a significant portion of the world’ s population
of Steller’ s eider, rely on the abundance of nutrient-rich foods at 1zembek.

Taking Migratory Bird Conservation to the Next Level

Migratory birds are atrust responsibility of the Service. It isresponsible for the conservation
and management of 836 species of migratory birds, 778 that are non-game species and fifty-eight
that are legally hunted as game, all of them protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

For much of the past decade, the Service has been paying much closer attention to the individual
factorsthat kill birds. These include collisions with communication towers, electric power lines,
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wind turbine generators, and glass windows; fatal encounters with cats, aircraft, and cars;
electrocutions; poisoning from pesticides, contaminants, and oil spills; the effects of global
climate change; and, the greatest threat of all, loss or degradation of habitats. 1n 2000,
International Migratory Bird Day received special attention from President Clinton when the
White House issued a Presidential Message on May 13", urging all Americansto learn what role
each of us can play in creating safe habitats for birds and to teach children to appreciate the
beauty and wonder that birds can bring to their lives.

Status of Migratory Bird Populations; Status of Wetlands

Duck habitat and populations declined considerably during the 1980s and early 1990s. Asa
result, the Service issued hunting regulations designed to reduce harvest rates of ducks compared
to therelatively liberal regulations of the early 1980s. Unfavorable habitat conditions and other
factors, however, prevented recovery of duck populations until 1993 when habitat conditions
began to improve in important nesting areas of North America. The improved conditions
stimulated the growth of duck populations and in 1995 regulations were liberalized. Populations
have remained high in 1996 through 2000. 1n 2000, the total duck breeding population in the
traditional survey areawas 41.8 million birds, 27 percent above the long-term (1955-99) average.

Breeding habitat conditions in the prairie-pothole area of the upper Midwest vary by region and
time of season. However, in 2000, the number of May ponds in important duck nesting areas
was 37 percent greater than the long-term average. The normal or above-normal precipitation
that occurred in the last seven years over most of the prairie-pothole region, the principal
breeding grounds for most of the major duck species, resulted in large duck populations. Since
1985, several million acres of waterfowl nesting habitat have been created or enhanced on
conservation easements in the Dakotas and Montana. Both the increased availability of water
and the augmentation and enhancement of nesting cover in the region have facilitated population
increases.

Thanks to this combination of deliberate habitat protection and fortuitous improvementsin
weather, late in 1995 Service Director Mollie Beattie could announce that American duck
populations had increased 40 percent from the near-record lows of the 1980s. Consequently,
when amendments that would threaten the conservation programs of the Farm Bill were
introduced, Beattie spoke out strongly against them. Citing the Conservation Reserve Program,
Swampbuster, and the Wetlands Reserve Program as among the most effective wildlife
conservation programs ever, she urged continuation of these incentive-based, non-regulatory
efforts that have conserved millions of acres of wetlands.

The Administration successfully opposed an amendment to the Farm Bill that would have
exempted as many as 12 million acres of agricultural wetlands from Swampbuster protection.
Administration efforts also blocked a proposal to exempt wetlands smaller than one acre in size
from the conservation reserve program. |If enacted, this proposal would have left roughly 80
percent of all the potholes in the prairie-pothole region, America’s “duck factory,” completely
unprotected.
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Growth & Value of North American Waterfowl M anagement Plan

The North American Waterfowl Management Plan, begun in 1986 to increase cooperative efforts
to protect waterfowl habitat, continued its growth under the Clinton Administration. The Plan
was updated in 1994, and its commitment was expanded. Mexico became a signatory to the
plan, joining our longstanding partner, Canada. Habitat protection under the Plan increased from
11.1 million acresto 14.7 million acres. When the plan was updated again in 1998, its scope
expanded again. The revised plan refined its biological foundations, encouraging a landscape-
level approach to conservation and expanding its planning and implementation actions to
consider therole of al habitatsin bird conservation. The Plan Committee approved
implementation of the San Francisco Bay Joint Venture, thus creating the 11th habitat joint
venture in the United States. The Plan Committee also endorsed formation of a Sea Duck Joint
Venturein the U.S. and Canadato reverse the declining trend of the fifteen species of this group
of ducks. Joint venture boundaries under the Plan also expanded to include additional areas of
concern not only for waterfowl but also shorebirds, songbirds, and colonial waterbirds. From FY
1993 through FY 2000, Plan activities protected 882,745 acres of land, restored another 450,667
acres, and enhanced 1,607,718 acres of bird habitat. Working with partners, the Plan also
secured $848,378,767 to underwrite these efforts.

The North American Wetlands Conservation Act proved crucial to the success of the plan.
During the Clinton Administration, funding from the Act supported 632 grants affecting
5,384,945 acres of land. Non-federal partners more than doubled funding available under the
grants program.

Adaptive Harvest M anagement

To better manage migratory waterfowl, the Service instituted Adaptive Harvest Management in
1995 to help wildlife managers better understand the effects of hunting while providing
maximum harvest opportunities consistent with waterfowl populations. An essential feature of
the processis aset of alternatives, including framework dates, season lengths, and bag limits,
which balance hunting opportunities with efforts to achieve waterfow! populationsidentified in
the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.

To further improve the regulatory process, the Service and the states developed the Harvest
Information Program, known informally as HIP, to develop more reliable estimates of the
number of al migratory birds harvested throughout the country. HIP is based on avoluntary
survey of selected migratory bird huntersin the United States. In simplest terms, the state
wildlife agencies collect the name, address, and some additional information from each
migratory bird hunter in their state, and send that information to the Service. The Service then
randomly selects a sample of those hunters and asks them to detail the kind and number of
migratory birds they harvest during the hunting season. Those hunters’ reports are then used to
develop reliable estimates of the total harvest of all migratory birds throughout the country.
These estimates will give biologists the information they need to make sound decisions
concerning hunting seasons, bag limits, and population management. All states except Hawalii
have participated in this program since the 1998 hunting season.
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Urban Conservation Treaty for Migratory Birds

In recognition and support of the crucial role that urban communities play in migratory bird
conservation, the Service launched the Urban Conservation Treaty for Migratory Birds program
in 1999. This program brings U.S. cities and the Service together to conserve migratory birds
through education and habitat improvement. Treaty cities build an action plan that includes
work in four focus areas. habitat creation, protection and restoration; education and outreach;
reduction of hazards, and management of invasive, exotic or nuisance species. The Service
provides challenge funding and technical assistance. The Treaty City develops and implements
bird conservation projects and programs, provides matching dollars and in-kind support, and
develops additional partnerships. Programming has begun in New Orleans and Chicago. In the
fall of 2000, the Service expects to announce alist of citiesthat will become part of the program
over the next two years.

Management of Overabundant Populations

Not all increasesin bird populations were welcome. Populations of light geese, for example,
were expanding faster than their spring habitat’ s ability to support them. In the winter of 1998,
the Service instituted population control measures, including more liberal hunting regulations,
for mid-continent light geese. Designed to halt widening destruction of fragile arctic migratory
bird breeding habitat caused by exploding populations of lesser snow and Ross' geese, the
measures were implemented on Feb. 16, 1998, but were withdrawn in May of that year after a
legal challenge.

In 1999, President Clinton signed legislation reinstating the control measures. Asdirected by the
legislation, the Service notified twenty-four Midwestern and Southern states that they are
allowed to take conservation measures in the winter and spring of 2000 aimed at reducing the
population of mid-continent light geese. The Service has since begun work on an Environmental
Impact Statement that will determine its long-term management strategy for overabundant |esser
snow and Ross' geese populations, as well as the rapidly increasing greater snow goose
population.

Increasing numbers of double-crested cormorants have raised concerns about impacts on
recreational fishing, habitat and other migratory birds. In 1999, the Service began developing a
comprehensive national plan for cormorant management. The plan will evaluate the species
status, known and perceived impacts on other resources, and potential management strategies.
The plan will consider the administrative, logistical, and socioeconomic impacts of various
management strategies.

In 1999, the Service also gave states greater flexibility to cope with expanding popul ations of
resident, or non-migratory, Canada geese in urban and suburban communities. Most Canada
goose popul ations are migratory, wintering in the southern United States and migrating north to
summer breeding grounds in the Canadian arctic. Increasing urban and suburban development in
the U.S. has resulted in the creation of ideal goose habitat conditions. open, park-like areas of
short grass adjacent to small bodies of water.
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Asaresult, growing numbers of locally breeding geese now live year round on golf courses,
parks, airports and other public and private property. Resident Canada goose populations enjoy
consistently high reproduction and survival rates. In recent years, biologists have documented
tremendous increases in populations of Canada geese that nest predominantly within the United
States. The Service announced a new rule that will give state wildlife agencies the opportunity
to design their own management programs and to control specific populations without having to
seek a separate permit from the Service for each action. The new special Canada goose permits
will allow statesto act as soon as it becomes apparent that resident Canada geese are a problem.

In alonger-term effort, the Service a so began to develop a nationwide management strategy for
resident Canada geese. The study will explore ways to control and manage increasing
populations of resident Canada geese that pose athreat to human health or safety, or that cause
damage to personal and public property.

North American Bird Conservation I nitiative

Increases in some bird populations, however, were mirrored by decreases in other species of
birds. To help address this situation, the Service played alead role in establishing the North
American Bird Conservation Initiative, launched in late 1999. The magnitude and scale of this
bird conservation effort is unparalleled. The U.S. steering committee for this continent-wide
effort held itsfirst meeting in the fall of 1999, which the Service co-chaired along with the
President of the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. Many of the bird-
conservation work plans the Service and its partners put together, from Partnersin Flight to the
North American Waterfowl Management Plan, are being dove-tailed into thisinitiative, making
possible on-the-ground projects that will provide habitat for all bird species, from the Y ucatan to
the Arctic.

Protecting What We Have

A Utah-based electric utility company was sentenced in U.S. District Court in Denver at the end
of alandmark 1999 case involving the protection of migratory birdsin the United States. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Colorado Division of Wildlife, and the Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources jointly investigated Moon Lake Electric Association, Inc. The utility was
fined $100,000 for illegally killing protected raptors, was placed on probation for three years and
ordered to retrofit its utility lines. The fines were restitution for the electrocution of eagles and
other raptors that landed on its powerlines and poles in northwest Colorado and eastern Utah.
The company unsuccessfully argued to the court that the prohibitions against killing protected
birds in the two laws referred only to illegal hunting and did not apply to “unintentional” avian
deaths caused by contact with powerlines or other company equipment. The District Court
concluded that both the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Eagle Protection Act provide a basis for
prosecuting utility companies and other businesses whose activities harm protected birds.

The Service also launched a major effort in conjunction with the telecommunications industry to
protect birds from a growing number of tower collisions. In afirst-of-its-kind workshop in
August of 1999, the Service brought together experts from across the country to discuss the
problem and begin deciding a course of action. This cooperative approach builds on earlier
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success in working with the electric utility and wind generation industries to help solve bird
collision and electrocution problems.

In addition, the Service led the initiative at the U.N.”s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
in getting unanimous approval of an International Plan of Action to Reduce the Incidental Catch
of Seabirdsin Longline Fisheries. The Serviceis presently working to extend the territorial
jurisdiction of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act to the high seas, which should considerably
improve enforcement and management of fisheries and seabirds. The Service successfully
negotiated agreements between the U.S. and Japan on shared issues of migratory bird
conservation between our two countries.

Habitat & Aquatic Conservation
I nvasive species

In February 1999, Secretaries Babbitt and Glickman (Agriculture), and Under Secretary of
Commerce James Baker announced President Clinton’s Executive Order 13112. This order
established a coordinated federal effort to curtail the growing environmental and economic threat
posed by invasive plants and animals non-native to the United States. Many scientists believe
the spread of invasive exotic speciesis one of the most serious, yet least known, threats to
biodiversity. Invasive animal and plant species have caused billions of dollars worth of damage
to crops and rangeland and have caused other problems, such as the clogging of municipal water
intakes by zebra mussels.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service played akey role in implementing the President’ s Executive
Order 13112. The Order directs agencies to develop and implement a national invasive species
prevention strategy, and to create control plans for the most troublesome of the thousands of non-
native plants and animals that already are established in the United States.

That effort dovetails with the work of the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force, an
intergovernmental organization of seven federal agencies dedicated to preventing and controlling
aguatic nuisance species, and co-chaired by the Service. The Task Force, established by the
Non-indigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990, addresses all new non-
indigenous aguatic species activities that are conducted, funded or authorized by the federal
government, except those involving intentional introductions. The Task Force program consists
of three elements: prevention, detection, and monitoring and control. Itisalsoinvolvedin
research, education and technical assistance, and related activities. The Task Force has engaged
in efforts to control the zebra mussel, ruffe, brown tree snake and green crab. It hasalso
undertaken biological and ecological studies, ballast water management projects, and other
initiatives. For example, the Service is developing prevention and control programs to hinder the
introduction of high-risk species and reduce the risk of spreading aguatic nuisance species from
one part of the country to another. One such project, the 100" Meridian Initiative, seeks to
prevent the spread of zebra musselsto the western U.S.

Invasive species in the United States are inflicting damage now estimated at $138 billion a year
and contribute to the population declines of nearly half of all endangered species. Experts
estimate that invasive plants already exist on more than 100 million acres of land and continue to
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increase at arate of 8 to 20 percent a year, consuming an area twice the size of Delaware every
365 days.

President’s Executive Order on Recreational Fisheries

Executive Order 12962 on Recreational Fisheries, signed by President Clinton in June 1995,
directed federal agenciesto work with othersto increase recreational fishing opportunities. To
help the agencies accomplish that task, it established a National Recreational Fisheries
Coordination Council with representatives from the Departments of Interior, Commerce,
Agriculture, Energy, Transportation and Defense, along with a member from the Environmental
Protection Agency. In addition, the Executive Order expanded the role of the Sport Fishing and
Boating Partnership Council to monitor and review federal activities related to recreational
fishery resources.

The Service spearheaded two major multi-agency fisheriesinitiatives, responding to President
Clinton’s 1995 Executive Order on recreational fishing. The first was the joint Service and
National Marine Fisheries Service policy to improve administration of the Endangered Species
Act asit relates to recreational fisheries. The new policy ensures consistent and effective
administration of the Endangered Species Act while giving full consideration to fish species and
habitats important to anglers. The Service aso took the lead in developing the Recreational
Fishery Resources Conservation Plan outlining strategies that Agriculture, Commerce, Defense,
Energy, Interior, and Transportation and the Environmental Protection Agency pursued
throughout the Administration to improve recreational fisheries within the context of their
programs and responsibilities. The Conservation Plan identified federal contributions to improve
water quality, habitats, fishery population management, access, education and outreach, and
partnership. The Conservation Plan recognizes that federa agencies have individual and, in
some cases, shared responsibilities for the conservation of all aquatic resources within their
jurisdictions, including those listed as threatened and endangered.

If anew national public outreach campaign which began gearing up in the summer of 2000 is
successful, more Americans will be heading to the water to boat, fish, and develop a commitment
to conserving our nation’s aquatic resources. The five-year, $36 million campaign will be
administered by the Recreational Boating and Fishing Foundation under a cooperative agreement
with the Department of the Interior’s U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Sportfishing and
Boating Safety Act of 1998 directed the Interior Secretary to develop, in cooperation with the
federally chartered Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership Council, a national outreach plan to
encourage greater public interest and participation in boating and fishing. The plan aso aimsto
provide more information about recreational boating and angling opportunities, reduce barriersto
participation in these activities, and promote conservation and the responsible use of aquatic
resources.

I mproving Fish Passage/Dam Removals

During his tenure, Secretary Babbitt repeatedly drew attention to the damage to fisheries and
aguatic habitats caused by old and unneeded dams. Approximately 75,000 dams that are six feet
or higher, and some 2.5 million smaller obstructions now block or impede fish passage in the
nation’s waterways. Dramatic declines in migratory fish populations are due in great part to the
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damming of rivers, which once provided an open passage to the freshwater habitat where these
species reproduce. Larvae, juvenile and adult fish are often unable to reach spawning or rearing
grounds.

In June 1999, Secretary Babbitt participated in breaching Maine's Edwards Dam, opening
seventeen miles of the Kennebec River to nine migratory fish species. For thefirst timein 160
years, the Atlantic salmon, American shad, blueback herring, striped bass, and rainbow smelt of
the Kennebec, as well as other fish, now have free accessto their historic habitat. The Service
played amgjor rolein the historic 1997 decision by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
to require removal of the Edwards Dam. The landmark two-to-one decision was the first time
the federal government has ordered the destruction of a hydroelectric dam.

Representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service were among those from seventeen federal,
state, regional and local agencies and three private conservation organizations attending October
1999 ceremonies marking the beginning of the $1.5 million Little Falls Dam Fishway Project.
The project features a notch passage, which will open ten more miles of spawning and nursery
habitat for the imperiled American shad.

On December 1, 1999, on the Little River just outside of Goldsboro, North Carolina, the Rains
Dam was reduced to rubble when Secretary Babbitt gave the signal to ignite charges carefully set
by munitions experts from the U.S. Marines. The dam removal project, afederal/state/private
partnership, opened forty-nine miles of suitable spawning and rearing habitat for anadromous
alewife, American shad, hickory shad, Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, and striped bass.

These dramatic events were only the foreground to a much broader effort to restore fish
passageways to America’ s streams and rivers. In 2000, the Service budgeted $900,000 to pump
into fish passage projects in seven watersheds in twelve states, removing four dams and other
impediments and restoring access to more than 1,000 miles of habitat for fish and other aquatic
species. More than seventeen commercial and recreational species such as salmonids, American
shad, river herring and sturgeon, as well as four species already on the Endangered Specieslist
will benefit, and the projects aso hold the promise of helping to avoid listing other species. In
1999, the program completed restoration projects in fourteen states, including those designed to
help the watershed work of more than fifty partners. Some 23,000 acres of riparian, streambank
and wetland habitats were restored and 1,000 miles of river were improved or reopened to
spawning and rearing habitat. At least fifty species of fish and wildlife benefited, including ten
listed fish and freshwater mussels.

National Fish Hatcheries

Given existing budget constraints, the National Fish Hatchery System has been hard pressed to
meet its responsibilities to conserve native species, mitigate the adverse impacts federal water
projects have on local fisheries, and support Tribal fisheries. Asaresult, during the 1990s, the
National Fish Hatchery System of sixty-six hatcheries, seven technology centers, and nine fish
health centers has functioned with operational deficits of $46 million and amassed a maintenance
backlog of $274 million.
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Y et the National Fish Hatchery System has become increasingly more important to conservation
in the face of an increasing biological crisisin America swaters. Scientists estimate that in
North America, the nation will lose freshwater species at arate of 3.7 percent per decade
throughout the new century, arate that is five times the extinction rate for land species. The
National Fish Hatchery System has an important role to play in restoring America’ s aquatic
ecosystems to good health.

To ready the Hatchery System for thisrole, the Service, together with its partners, has
undertaken a number of internal and external reviews, including areview by the Northwest
Power Planning Council, an audit by the General Accounting Office, and areport by the Sport
Fishing and Boating Partnership Council.

In July 1997, Congress directed the Northwest Power Planning Council, with the assistance of
the Independent Scientific Advisory Board, to conduct a thorough review of all federally funded
artificial production programsin the Columbia River Basin. The Council was to recommend a
coordinated policy for future operation of artificial production programs, and to provide
recommendations for how to obtain such apolicy. The Council recommended ten policiesto
guide use of artificial production.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) completed its audit of the National Fish Hatchery System
(NFHS) and released itsfinal report, entitled National Fish Hatcheries: Authority Needed to
Better Align Operations with Priorities (GAO/RCED-00-151), in the summer of 2000. The first
GAO review, Classification of the Distribution of Fish and Fish Eggs Needs Refinement, issued
in October 1999, found that appropriations for operating the National Fish Hatchery System
dropped by 15 percent from FY 1992 through 1999. About one-fourth of the positions at federal
hatcheries are currently unfilled, and 1998 fish distribution was about 19 percent below 1992
levels. Thefinal GAO report found that:

» Current NFHS hatchery activities are legal, falling within the broad boundaries of the 100+
laws that govern FWS hatchery operations.

» Because of the continuing decline in aguatic species, FWS emphasi zes the recovery of
threatened or endangered species and the restoration of other native fish to self-sustaining
levels.

» Hatchery programs have succeeded in increasing the size of some listed and declining fish
populations.

* FWS continues to emphasize mitigation.
* Maintaining existing programs with declining funds has impaired hatchery operations.
* While FWS has successfully obtained reimbursement for mitigation in some cases, in other

cases FWS is precluded from obtaining reimbursement or its ability to obtain reimbursement
IS questionable.
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The GAO report also recommended that Congress:
» Provide direction on which programs it wants the hatcheries to emphasize;

» Authorize FWSto open, close, change, move, and consolidate hatcheries to allow more
efficient and effective alignment of its operations with Congressionally directed priorities,
and

* Provide FWS with clear authority to seek reimbursement from federal water devel opment
agencies and/or project beneficiaries for all hatchery operation and maintenance expenses
associated with mitigation projects.

The Sportfishing and Boating Partnership Council’ s Hatchery Steering Committee, composed of
diverse stakeholder groups, recommended a significant new course for the hatchery system. The
new course focuses on fulfilling mitigation obligations; restoring and maintaining native
fisheries; improving recreational fisheries; strengthening cooperation with states, tribes, and
other partners; and improving accountability with Congress, NFHS stakeholders and the general
public. The use of science-based management principles and practices was a central theme of
the steering committee’ s report.

Partnersfor Fish & Wildlife

Working with private landowners, who manage the vast maority of the nation’ s wildlife habitat,
isan essential element of habitat protection. The voluntary Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Program isacritical element in meeting the nation’s habitat protection and restoration goals, and
regularly maintains a backlog of more than 2,000 landowners interested in working with the
Service to improve habitat on their lands.

Since the program began in 1987, the Service has entered into partnership agreements with more
than 21,500 landowners and restored nearly a million acres of wetlands and uplands. During the
Clinton Administration, the Partners for Wildlife Program became the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program. Increasingly, program resources were used to restore aquatic habitats. This
not only helped restore native fishes to headwaters areas, it also improved water quality in
downstream reaches. The Partners program has restored more than 2,700 miles of instream and
riparian habitats and opened more than 581 miles of streams for fish passage.

Wetlands and Coastal Habitat Restor ation

The Service issued a Final Policy on the National Wildlife Refuge System and Compensatory
Mitigation under the Rivers and Harbors Act and the Clean Water Act in September 1999. The
Policy does not allow compensatory wetlands mitigation on refuge lands for water resources
development projects permitted by the Army. These lands are already protected and targeted for
restoration in accordance with refuge management plans.

The Service isthe mgor producer of digital wetland maps that aid the nation in the stewardship
of these precious natural resources. The Department of the Interior and the Service have actively
guided development of the digital wetlands layer of the National Spatial Data Infrastructure.
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This has been largely accomplished in concert with the Federal Geographic Data Committee,
which includes involvement of federal, state, and local governments and the private sector.
Secretary Babbitt has actively chaired this Committee, which has representatives from seventeen
cabinet and executive level agencies. The Fish and Wildlife Service has chaired the wetlands
subcommittee, and is responsible for the coordinated devel opment, use, sharing and
dissemination of wetlands data. Asaresult, digital map data for more than 40 percent of the
conterminous United States and 13 percent of Alaska have been added to the wetlands layer of
the National Spatial Data Infrastructure. Digital National Wetlands Inventory maps have been
completed in cooperation with more than fifty federal, state, and university mapping
organizations that have provided data or funding support.

Since 1994, the Service has served digital wetland data over the Internet and more than one
million data files have been downloaded by users. To better meet general public demand, the
Service implemented a Web-based browser-driven mapper in September 1999. This Wetlands
Interactive Mapper has enabled Internet users to produce more than 250,000